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CURRENT TOPICS. 





‘ 


Tux ORDER OF TRANSFER, to which we have several times referred, 
has been signed, but is not published up to the time of our going 
to press. 





Mx. E. D. Metzor has been appointed one of the chief clerks to 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon, in succession to Mr. Epwarp Broxaw, 
resigned. My. Mexzor was admitted a solicitor in 1869. 





Ir WILt BE REMEMBERED that in 1880 Mr. Mxtior was actually 
hominated as one of the chief clerks to Vice-Chancellor Bacon, in the 
place of Mr. J. B. Arzen, deceased. It was found, however, that 
although Mr. Mxtior had been admitted a solicitor for the neces- 
sary time, he had not then the qualification of beg a practising 
solicitor of ten years’ standing, and, consequently, Mr. CLarke was 
appointed in his stead. . 





Tue orricts of the Lord Chancellor’s Principal Secretary, and 
Secretary of Presentations, have been removed from Quality-court 
to Room 552 (North-West Wing), Royal Courts of Justice. 





Two courts only in the Royal Courts of Justice now remain 
unfinished, and the contractors have engaged to complete them by 
the commencement of the Easter Sittings. 





Mr. Jusricr Kay returns to Lincoln’s-inn on Monday next, from 
which date all his causes will be re-transferred to him; and Mr. 
Justice Pearson will then resume the hearing of the causes in his 
own list. 





_ Wirt recarp to the statements which haye appeared as to the 
illness of the Master of the Roxzs, eyeryone will be glad to hear 
that his medical advisers consider that, with rest and change of air, 
there is every probability that the cxisting symptoms will be 
removed. 





Mr. Justice Curry, on Thursday last, was applied to for 
directions concerning certain alterations which he had given leaye 
to the partics to have made in an order. It appeared that the 
solicitor’s clerk, innocently, and with a view, as he stated, of 
saving the registrar trouble, had himself made alterations in the 
order by striking out. several lines and inserting several words, and 
these the registrar refused to adopt, on the ground that such 
alterations were an improper dealing with the order of the court. 
Mr. Justice Currry, in condoning the offence, took occasion to say 
that the altering of orders should be left to the registrar, whose duty 
it is to make them, and that it is very improper for any person to 
do what had been done in the case before him. It was impossible 
to say what it might lead to. 





Ox axp armen tho Ist of April next a new form of 
affidavit and account will be required to be used at the 
Inland Revenue Office in applying for a grant of probate or 

tion. This new form is now, we believe, in optional use, 
but ‘after the date above named no other form will be received. 
new form of affidavit, to be used in all cases except where 


“@ stamp duty..of thirty shillings is to be impressed under 44! 





Vict. c. 12, s. 33, by reason of the gross assets not being 
above £300 in value, does not differ from the old form, except 
that it requires the deponent to state that “the deceased owned 
[instead of ‘‘had” ] real estate in the United Kingdom—viz., ‘in 

” ; and a marginal note requires the address and occupa- 
tion of the deceased, and his, or her, personal description, as 
“bachelor,” “spinster,” &c., to be inserted. The items of the 
annexed account are differently arranged, and the headings are, 
in many cases, considerably amplified. A footnote to the item 
relating to shares or debentures of companies requires “ published 
quotations or brokers’ certificates, or letters from the secretaries of 
companies, showing medium selling price at the date of the 
affidavit,” to be attached to the account. We are informed that 
the new forms, which are headed “ printed by authority,” cannot 
be purchased at the law stationers, but may be obtained gratis at 
Somerset House. 








Tue Dectsion of the Court. of Appeal.in In re Palmer’s Trade-Mark 
(L. R. 21 Ch. D. 47) has not stood long before being challenged in 
Parliament, but Mr. Arraur Arnoxp’s Bill, which is aimed at 
establishing a contrary rule for the future, was strongly opposed by 
Mr. Davey, Q.C., and the House was shortly afterwards counted 
out. The decision of the Court of Appeal was to the effect that 
on the true construction of the Trade-Marks Registration Act, 1875, 
the fact that a trade-mark has been registered for five years does 
not confer an absolute right on the registered proprietor, but a 
right which is subject. to be defeated on its being shown .that the 
registered mark was not properly registrable in any name at all 
at the time when it was registered; and the court admitted evid- 
ence to enable it to be decided whether the mark there registered 
was or. was not in common use in the trade at. the date of er. 


tion. Mr. Arnoxp’s Bill proposes to enact that. the ' the 
proprietor of a five years’ mark shall be absolute and indefeasible. 
This is an attempt which ought not to succeed. It is not fair 


to the trade, or right in any sense, that a mark which is of com- 
mon right should be appropriated by one who knew, or ought to 
have known, that that. was the fact when he applied for registra- 
tion, and that others who haye an equal right to use the mark 
should be prevented from doing so because they never knew that 
anyone had claimed the mark as his own, not deeming it necessary 
to ascertain from the register whether anyone had committed so 
manifestly improper an. act. es 





Tue DEPUTATION which waited on the Lord Chancellor last week 
to urge the necessity for continuous sittings of the High Court “at 
Liverpool and Manchester probably hardly e to receive any 
definite statement or suggestion as to the course proposed to be 
adopted with a view of remedying the grievances of which’ they 
complained. Their proposals obviously involve, sooner 6r later, 
the entire re-modelling of the assize system, and a considerable 
increase in the number of the judges, and these are matters re- 
quiring careful and prolonged consideration. We cannot help 
thinking that the deputation would have been more likely to attain 
a speedy practical remedy if they had adopted the less revolutioriary 
proposals of the Judicature Commissioners, and had contented 
themselves with pressing for four assize sittings a year at conveni- 
ent intervals for the trial of civil causes at Li I and 
Manchester, the duration of such sittings not to be limited, and 
the attendance of the same judge or judges not to be i 
during the whole of such sittings. This would afford an adequate 
remedy for the evils complained of with reference to business in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, while it would be compatible with the 
maintenance, with some slight modifications, of the existing assize 
system. With regard to actions in the Chancery Division, and 
especially witness causes, arrangements for their moré speedy and 


17 








268 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Feb. 24, 1883, 











== 

continuous trial might easily be made, and so a considerable part 
of this branch of the grieyance might be remedied. A power to 
remit to the Palatine Court or the local Admiralty Court for hear- 
ing any chancery or admiralty causes in which the expense of bring- 
ing up witnesses to London would be great, would seem to go far 
to afford a complete remedy. 





Tue Branprorp prvorce case has given rise to a good deal of 
discussion as to the name which a woman ought to bear after her 
marriage has been dissolved. It is said to be hard that an outraged 
wife who sues for and obtains a divorce should have still to bear 
the name of the man who has wronged her. Equally hard is it 
that a husband who has obtained a divorce from his wife should not 
have the power to prevent her from continuing to use his name. 
The question was for most purposes settled by Sir James Hannen in 
Fendail v. Goldsmid (L. R. 2 P. D. 263). In that case Aticz 
Fenpat had matried Wu11am Gotpsmip, and subsequently obtained 
a divorce from him. Afterwards a marriage was again celebrated 
between them, her. name being published in the banns as ALICE 
Gotpsurp. The petition in the case was by the woman for a 
declaration of nullity on the ground that the ceremony had taken 
place without due publication of banns. She alleged that she had, 
ever since the dissolution of the first marriage, been known by the 
name of Ferpatt. An application was made for leave to amend 
the petition on account of a mistake in a date. The learned Judge 
Ordinary gave the leave, and said that the petition must be 
re-served. He added: ‘‘ It will be for counsel to consider how far it 
will be advisable to do so, when I state that I am of opinion that 
marriage confers a name upon a woman, which becomes her actual 
name, and that she can only obtain another-by reputation. The 
circumstances must be very exceptional to render a marriage, 
celebrated in the actual names of the parties, invalid. It could 
only be where the woman has so far obtained another name by 
repute as to obliterate the original name.” In the Blandford case 
the question is, What was the name conferred upon Lady Branp- 
ForD by marriage? It seems clear that it was ‘‘Marchioness of 
Brianprorp.” The title of Marquis of Bianprorp is, it is true, only 
a courtesy title. The “dignity” is in the Duke of Marsoroven. 
His eldest son’s name is CuvrcHt1t,' but thdt'is not the name which 
marriage gave to his wife. Until she acquires another name by 
reputation, she will remain Axsertua, Marchioness of Branprorp. 





Toe Parviamentary Oatus Act Affirmation Bill, which was 
issued on Wednesday last, is, as might have been expected, a very 
short one, containing one single clause only. By this clause it is 
proposed to repeal, “‘ without prejudice to anything done under 
that section,” the 4th section of the Parliamentary Oaths Act, 
1866 (29 Vict. c. 19)—which allows an affirmation to be made by 
“‘every person of the persuasion called Quakers, and every other 
person, for the time being, by law permitted to make a solemn 
affirmation ”’—and in lieu thereof to enact that ‘‘every member of 
either House may, if he thinks fit,” make such affirmation instead 
of taking the oath of allegiance. If the Bill should pass, the 
words “without prejudice,” &c., have the effect of expressing 
what was implied already, that Mr. Braptaven will be still sub- 
ject to all the penalties imposed by the enactment p to be 
repealed for having voted or sat during any debate without having 
made oath of affirmation in accordance with its provisions. We 
observe that Baron pe Frrrreres has already given notice of his 
intention to move, on the second reading of the Bill in the 
House of Commons, that its provisions should only apply to 
“members elected after it becomes law.” This wand be 
contrary to the precedent of the Act 21 & 22 Vict. c. 49, under 
which ‘‘ persons professing the Jewish religion, otherwise entitled 
to sit and vote,” were allowed to omit from the oath the words 
‘‘and I make this declaration on the true faith of a Christian.” 
This statute made no such provision, and we believe we are correct 
in stating that Mr. Alderman Satomons—in whose favour, especially, 
it was passed—took his seat at once without submitting himself to 
a re-election. It is desirable, however, that the question should be 
raised, and if decided in favour of a retrospective operation, this should 
be shown by the insertion of express words, indicating the intention 
of the Legislature that the statute is to be retrospective, the 
ordinary rule being that a statute is prospective only, and none of | 











the many exceptions to that rule appearing to apply to the case, 
A question may perhaps be raised in the House of Lords, if the Bill 
should pass the House of Commons, whether it is desirable that the 
application of the new provision should be made optional. This. 
would be exactly following the precedent of the Jews’ Relief Act 
(21 & 22 Vict. c. 49), which enacted that ‘‘ where it should appear’ 
to either House of Parliament that a person professing the Jewish: 
religion” was prevented, &c., ‘‘ such House might, if it thought fit, 
resolve that henceforth” such person might omit, &c. A Standing 
Order was substituted for the Resolution by 23 & 24 Vict. c. 63, and 
it will be remembered that the House of Commons at once passed 
both Resolution and Standing Order, but that the House of Lords 
did neither, although the Parliamentary Oaths Act has removed 
the impediment, arising from the oath, to a Jew becoming a peer. 









ConsIDERABLE Discussion has arisen in Dublin, since James Carey’s 
evidence was given, as to the causes which disqualify a town 
councillor from retaining his office. The law of the subject is not 
quite as plain as might be expected. The constitution and govern. 
ment of the Corporation of Dublin are almost entirely regulated b 
the comprehensive statute of 1840 (3 & 4 Vict. c. 108), whi 
appears to have done for the municipal corporations of Ireland 
what the Municipal Corporations Act, 1835, did for the municipal 
corporations of England and Wales. This Irish Act of 1840 follows 
the Act of 1835 very closely in many points, and particularly in 
relation to the causes which disqualify a councillor from retaining 
his office. These by section 88 of the Act, following section 52 of — 
the Act of 1835 (now replaced by section 39 of the consolidating | 
Act of 1882), are stated to be either the bankruptcy or absence of - 
the councillor, and neither under that section nor any other Irish or 
English statute (except 33 & 34 Vict. c. 23, s. 2, which seems to 
have the effect of vacating a municipal office upon conviction of the | 
holder for felony) does any other cause of disqualification exist. 
The question then is, whether the well-known common law 
power of amotion—that is, the power of a town council to remove | 
any of its members for due cause—is or is not impliedly abolished ~ 
by the statute. Upon the whole, we are of opinion that 
it is not. Incidentally, it happens to have been expressly 
recognized in the preamble to the English statute 6 & 7 Vict. ¢. 89, 
and old usages are impliedly confirmed by the Ist section of the 
Trish Act of 1840 in very similar terms to those of the English Act — | 
of 1835, if not-inconsistent with or contrary to the proyisions of the 
Act of 1840; which amotion does not appear to be. Before 1835 
many cases on the exercise of the power may be found in the books. 
Up to 1796 they will be found collected in 2 Kyd on Corporations, 
pp- 50, e¢ seg., where it is said that the offences justifying amotion 
must be either committed in the official character of the councillor 
or be infamous or indictable. It may be worth while to point out that 
by section 87 of the Act of 1840 a town councillor may at any time 
resign his office—not, however, without payment of the fine which 
he would have been liable to pay for non-acceptance of it. 
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Ir may BE TAKEN as highly probable that much of the strong 
primé facie evidence which has accumulated against the Irish 
prisoners now awaiting their trial would never have been obtained 
if it had not been for the prudent and intelligent use which the — 
Irish police have made of section 16 of the Prevention of Crime — 
(Ireland) Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. ¢. 25). That section — 
enables witnesses to be summoned for examination by a resident 
magistrate, upon an information being sworn that an offence has been 
committed, although no person may be charged with the commission 
ofan offence. This is so salutary a provision that it may be suggested 
whether it ought not to be extended to England in the forthcoming 
Criminal Procedure Bill. As the law now stands, if a is 
killed the coroner in England may discharge the functions of the 
resident magistrate in Ireland; but unless death be caused no such 
inquiry can be had. It is obvious, and has been proved, that 
evidence of the highest importance may be got together in this pe 
and it may be pointed out that the interests of witnesses 
may possibly themselves be charged with an offence are carefully 
guarded, and the eliciting of truth at the same time provided for, 
by the enactment (sub-section 3 of section 16 of the Irish Act) 
that ‘‘a person shall not be excused from answering any qu 
on the ground that the answer thereto may criminate, or tend to 
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qriminate, himself, but any statement made by any person in 
answer to any question put to him on any examination shall not, 
except in case of an indictment or other criminal proceeding for 

jury, be admissible in evidence against him in any proceeding, 
jvil or criminal.” 








SOME PRACTICAL RESULTS OF. THE 
SETTLED LAND ACT. 


(zrtarn significant signs begin to make it seem probable that the 
career of the Settled Land Act will be much more conspicuous for 
the amount of litigation and dispute occasioned by it, than the 
career of the Conveyancing Act of 1881 has hitherto been. This 
might, at first sight, cause some surprise. The later Act is un- 
doubtedly, in the form and the quality of its drafting, not inferior 
to the earlier; we believe that a detailed comparison between 
them would show that the Settled Land Act, so far as such matters 
as grammar and style are concerned, is decidedly the better of the 
two. But the Conveyancing Act deals chiefly with things which 
have a theoretical, sometimes almost an antiquarian, rather than a 
tical interest ; and many of its objectionable features admit of 
eing removed by the conveyancer who has to deal with it; while 
the Settled Land Act is wholly occupied with an intensely practical 
problem of the most lively interest, its principal aim being to 
gable A. to sell B.’s property without obtaining B.’s consent ; and 
the many learned and able persons concerned in its production have 


done all that occurred to them to make evasion of its decrees im- 


possible. There is little cause for wonder if the later Act should 
' cause more excitement and strife than the earlier. 

It was inevitable that the learned and able persons aforesaid should, 
in the course of their labours, be preparing some not altogether 
pleasant surprises for themselves; because no human ingenuity 
could be expected to deal with such an extensive problem without 

We pointed out, more than 


two months ago (supra, p. 113), that, by virtue of section 63, the 


trusts of the purchase-money are put upon the Title of all lands 
gran in trast Tor wate—whather they were so given before oF after 

e Act. ‘To-day we have to bring to the notice of our readers a 
grement (Wheelwright v. Walker) pronounced last Saturday by 

. Justice Peatson by Whicirare decided no less than three points 
of the greatest practical importance. 

The first point in the case refers to the power of the tenant for 
life, by selling the settled land, to destroy any estate or interest therein 
which may be vested in the remainderman ; and, of course, also to 
destroy any estate or interest which may be vested in a mortgagee 
or other purchaser for value from the remainderman. In this case, 
certain lands had beén given to trustees upon trust for a tenant for 
life, and, after his death, upon trust to sell and divide the proceeds 
equally amonghis children. The tenant for life was upwards of seventy 
years of age, and had only one child, a married daughter, who, for 
all practical purposes, may be said to have possessed an equitable 
fee simple in remainder expectant upon her father’s life estate. On 
the 20th of July, 1881, more than a year before the Settled Land 
Act had , and about eighteen months before it had come into 
operation, the lady and her husband agreed to sell the fee simple 
subject to the father’s life estate, and they covenanted to execute 
ga conveyances upon the father’s death. The Settled Land Act 

no sooner come into operation than the father advertised the 
lands for sale under his statutory power as tenant for life; and the 
_ action was brought by the purchaser against the tenant for 
to restrain him from completing the sale. The plaintiff’s 
tounsel valorously contended that the stat-.‘ory powers of the 
tenant for life could not be exercised when he had notice of a valid 
tale, made froviouaiy to the Act’s commencement, by the remain- 
derman, of his interest. But the language of the Act upon this 
_— so explicit as to admit of no tampering, and the court felt 
to decide that the tenant for life had power to sell under the 
tbove-mentioned circumstances, notwithstanding the previous sale 

the persons interested in remainder. 

decision points to another serious oversight in the framing 

ofthe Act. It will interfere in a very arbitrary manner with the 


| 


nithel mortgagees who have advanced money on the security 


onary interests before the commencement of the Act, in 
cases even depriving them of the whole of their security. 


Lord Cairns cannot be suspected of feeling any sympathy with 
wanton infringements of vested proprietary rights; and this par- 
ticular infringement, if it had been foreseen, might have been 
avoided without any public inconvenience. We infer that it was 
not foreseen. The same inference seems also to follow from the 
fact that the Act, so far as we are aware, contains no provision to 
relieve such vendors and mortgagors from the burden of their 
covenants for title. An unfortunate mortgagor, who has covenanted 
that it shall be lawful for his mortgagee, after the death of the 
tenant for life, peacefully to enter upon and enjoy, &c., may 
reasonably complain if an Act of Parliament, of which he had no 
notice at the time when he entered into the covenant, robs him of 
the power to fulfil his covenant without giving him any in- 
demnity. 

Perhaps some of our readers may feel a doubt whether some 
protection may not be given to mortgagors and mortgagees of 
reversions, and possibly even to absolute vendors and purchasers, 
by the language of section 20, which deals with conveyances made 
in exercise of the tenant for life’s powers, and specifies the estates 
and interests which are not to be overridden by them. The list of 
these estates and interests begins as follows :-— 


‘*(i,) All estatee, interests, and charges having priority to the settle- 
ment ; and 

‘* (ii,) All snch other, if any, estates, interests, and charges, as have been 
conveyed or created for securing money actually raised at the date of the 
deed.” 


Here ‘‘ the deed” means the conveyance executed in exercise of 
the statutory power; and the exceedingly vague and sweeping 
language of the Act would, standing by itself, certainly warrant 
the inference that every such conveyance is subject to every 
mortgage made previously to the conveyance, and for valuable 
consideration, of any reversionary estate subsisting under the 
settlement. The language is not so obviously applicable to absolute 
sales as to mortgages ; but, if it be thought to apply to the latter, 
it might possibly be induced to submit to the slight degree of 
stretching required to make it apply to the former. This point 
was not taken, and therefore it cannot be said to have been decided, 
in Wheelwright v. Walker. When we reflect how far such an 
interpretation would go towards making the Act nugatory, by 
enabling every remainderman—for there is nothing to confine 
its operation to charges or sales made before the Act’s commence- 
ment—at his will and pleasure, to hamper the tenant for life in 
the exercise of the latter’s statutory powers, it seems probable that 
the above-cited language will receive some less extensive interpre- 
tation. What this will be we do not venture to predict; but we 
surmise with some confidence that its determination will require 
the wisdom of the court. 

Upon the other two points in the case, the plaintiff was more 
successful. They both referred to the obligation, imposed hy sec- 
tion 45 of the Act upon the tenant for life, to give a month’s 
notice ‘‘ to each of the trustees of the settlement.” Now, section 2, 
sub-section (8), in defining the’ trustees of the settlement for the 
purposes of the Act, includes in the definition ‘the persons, if any, 
who are for time being under a settlement, trustees with power of 
sale of settled land, or with power of consent to or approval of the 
exercise of such a power of sale”; and the question was accord- 
ingly raised, whether the trustees of the present settlement, who 
had a power of sale only after the death of the tenant for life, came 
within this definition. Mr. Justice Pearson held that they did-not. 
He is reported to have said that the trustees contemplated by the 
Act must have “at the time of the sale by the tenant for life, and 
not merely at a future time, a power to sell the property.” We 
have observed in some of the lay newspapers a disposition to carp 
at this opinion. For our part, we humbly crave leave to agree 
with the learned judge in thinking that persons who have not 
power to sell cannot with any propriety be said to have a power of 
sale. At the same time, it is obvious that we here put a finger 
upon another defect of explicitness in the drafting of the Act. 
Lastly, there arose the question whether, seeing that there were 
in existence no trustees of the settlement within the meaning of the 
Act, the effect of section 45 was to forbid the tenant for life to 
exercise his power of sale until such trustees should have been 
appointed for the purpose of receiving the notice in that section 
mentioned. It would seem that the learned judge took this to be 
the effect of the section, for he granted an mjunction to restrain 








the sale until such trustees should have been duly appointed, 
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This is the first case since the Act’s commencement in which its 
provisions have been the subject of extensive discussion ; but we may 
with much probability anticipate that it only commences a series. 








THE JURISDICTION CONFERRED UPON 
COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY BY SECTION 
72 OF THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1869. 

IL. 


Arrsr the case of Harris y. Halliday, with which we concluded our 
article last week, the first case in which any further rule of general ap- 
tion under the section which we are discussing is laid down is that 

of Ea parte Dickin, Re Pollard (26 W. R. 731, L. R. 11 Ch. D. 148) 5 but 
before that case was decided there are a number of decisions upon minor 
ints which we think it well to refer to very shortly. The first is 
Te arte Hartel, Re Thorpe (L. R. 8 Ch. 743), in which it was held by 
Mellish, L.J., that the section applied to composition arrangements under 
section 126, and he affirmed an order restraining a creditor who disputed 
the validity of a composition on the ground of fraud from taking 
further ings in an action at law commenced by him before the 
filing of the debtor’s petition. His lordship stated that one object of 
the Act was to remedy the evil of the Act of 1861, which allowed each 
creditor separately to contest by actions at law the validity of a compo- 
sition agement, and to provide that the question should be tried once 
for all by the Court of Bankruptcy. In Ea parte Coker, Re Blake (24 
W.R. 145, L. R. 10 Ch. 652), James and Mellish, L.JJ., upheld the 
refusal of a registrar of the Court of Bankruptcy to restrain a suit in 
chancery brought against a person praying that a sum of money paid 
under an agreement might be repaid, and the agreement cancelled, on 
the ground of fraudulent misrepresentation. Before the suit came to a 
hearing the defendant became a liquidating debtor, and the suit was 
revived against his trustee, who thereupon applied that it might be 
restrained as against him. Mellish, L.J., said: “It is quite clear that 
the Court of Bankruptcy ought not to restrain any suit or action against 
a bankrupt to which the discharge of the bankrupt would not be a 
defence.” In the next case which we note (Hx parte Morgan, Re 
Simpson, 24 W. R. 414, L. R. 2 Ch. D. 74), the point under the section 
raised was as to the provisions for trial of any matter before a jury con- 
tained in the concluding portion of the section, and the Court of Appeal 
held that the court must exercise a judicial discretion upon the point, 
and that neither party could demand a jury as of right. The question 
of the effect of the Judicature Acts upon the jurisdiction of the courts 
of bankruptcy was raised in the next case of Hx parte Ditton, Re 
Woods (25 W. R. 289, L. R. 1 Ch. D. 557), before the Court of Appeal. 
It was argued that, by section 24, sub-section 5, of the Judicature Act, 
1878, the Court of Bankruptcy had no jurisdiction to grant injunctions 
restraining proceedings in the High Court, and such jurisdiction had 
not been given to it by section 9 of the Judicature Act, 1875. But 
the Court of Appeal (James and Mellish, L.JJ.), affirming a registrar 
of the London Bankruptcy Court who had restrained a suit 
in chancery, stated that the jurisdiction of the Court of Bankruptcy had 
not been interfered with by the Judicature Acts, and remained intact. 
In Ea parte Smith, Re Collie (24 W.R. 310, L. R. 2 Ch. D. 51), the facts 
were that A. had sold and delivered goods to B., who, before payment, 
became bankrupt. A. then brought an action for the price of the goods 
against C., alleging that B. had bought them on the joint account of B. and 
C., or on account of C, as undisclosed principal, , thereupon served the 
trustee in the bankruptcy with a third-party notice under ord. 16, r. 18, 
claiming indemnity out of the bankrupt’s estate, and the trustee then ob- 
tained an order in bankruptcy restraining all proceedings upon the notice. 
The Court of Appeal (James and Mellish, L.JJ., Baggallay, J.A., and 
Mellor, J.) discharged that order, as they thought it precisely the case 
contemplated by the Judicature Order to prevent the matter having to 
be litigated twice over, inasmuch as the Court of Bankruptcy could only 
decide the question as between the trustee and the other parties, and 
not as between the other parties themselves, if the trustee should fail. 
In Jenney vy. Bell (24 W. R. 550, L, R. 2 Ch. D. 647), Malins, Y.C., 
dismissed a motion for stay of proceedings in chancery in the case of a 
composition deed, on the ground that that particular case could be better 
tried in chancery than in bankruptcy, as there would be great difficulty in 
getting complete relief in bankruptcy, and it was a matter for the dis- 
cretion of the court. The question of restraining a creditor in the case 
of @ composition came before the Court of Appeal in Ha parte Lopes, 
Re Lopes (25 W. R. 419, L, R. 5 Ch. D. 65), when the court (Jessel, 
M.R., James, L.J., and Baggallay, J.A.) held that the court ought not 
to restrain an action brought by a creditor against a compounding debtor 
who, it was alleged, had made default in payment of his composition, 
there being a substantial question to be tried—viz., whether or not the 
terms of the composition had been really complied with, which the 
creditor had a right to have tried in the ordinary courts of law. An 
attempt to "peplona action for foreclosure was made in Ez parte 
Pannell, Re (26 'W. B. 194, L. BR. 6 Ch, D, 388), the trustee 
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alleging that the mortgage was a mere sham to defraud the 


creditors, but the Court of Appeal (James, Baggallay, and Sotto, 3) 


upheld the registrar in refusing such application, James, ~ 
“ It is not the intention of the Act that the Court of Bankruptcy should 


draw within ita jurisdiction all property that may be claimed as against 


the trustee of a bankrupt by a third party. There are proper tribunals: 
for the determination of such questions. Where there is a question like 
this, which goes to the very root of the title of a man who claims to be 
sy owner of property under a mortgage from a bankrupt, and which he, 
in the exercise of his legal right, has brought before the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice, we have no power to withdraw it 
from the jurisdiction of that court, and it would be monstrously ineon- 
venient that two proceedings in relation to the same matter should be 

oing on at once in different courts.” And, in Waddell v. Toleman 
(26 W. R. 802), Fry, J., held that the trustee in bankruptey of 
an equitable mortgagee had a right te bring an action for foreclosure 
against the trustee in bankruptcy of the mortgagor, and that he wag not 
compelled, as was argued by counsel for the defendant, to apply to the 
Court of Bankeuptey. We only note one further case before dealing 
with the decision in Hx parte Dickin, Re Pollard, and that is the case 
of Ex parte Charlton, Re Charlton (26 W. R. 468, L. R. 6 Ch. D. 45), in 
which the Chief Judge discharged an order of a county court restraining 
the continuance of an action in the Chancery Division for the administra. 
tion of the estate of a deceased partner of the bankrupt’s, in which grave 
charges of fraud and breach of trust were alleged against the bankrupts 
as trustees of the testator’s will, and he distinguished the case from 
that of Ka parte Baggs. 

We now come to the case of Hx parte Dickin, Re Pollard, which we 
mentioned at the commencement of this article, and which, we think, com- 
mences @ new departure on the part of the Court of Appeal under the 
section we are discussing, or at least it created a very extensive departure 
in point of practice in bankruptcy matters. In that case the trustee of 
the property of a liquidating debtor applied to the county court having 
jurisdiction in the liquidation for an order against certain other persons 
to whom the debtor had consigned goods against which the consignees 
had accepted bills of exchange—-and who had realized the goods con- 
signed, but had only met one of the bills, paying the rest of the neapents 
into their bankers, and entering into a composition of seven shillings in 
the pound with their pile gi such consignees to pay him 
the amount of the proceeds of the sale of the goods, less the amount of 
the bill which they had met and the seven shillings in the pound which 
they had paid upon the other bills; and the county court made an order 
in the terms of the motion. On appeal to the Chief Judge he reversed 
this order upon the merits, but neither in the county court nor before 
him does the question of jurisdiction appear to have been raised by either 
patty. The trustee then appealed to the Court of Appeal, and the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction seems then to have been taken by the court itself for 
the first time, and without calling upon counsel for the respondents to 
reply the court (Jessel, M.R., and James and Bramwell, L.JJ.), diemissed 
the appeal, with costs, upon the question of jurisdiction alone, and 
leaving the merits to be decided by an action at law. Jessel, M.R., after 
stating the facts of the case, proceeded:— The very serious question, 
therefore, arises, whether the Court of Bankruptcy has any jurisdiction to 
make an order for the payment of such a demand. It appears to mo, 
however, that it is not necessary for us to decide this question now, for, 
if the jurisdiction exists, there is the further question whether it is 
expedient to exercise it in the present case. It never could, I think, have 
been the intention of the Legislature that the Court of Bankruptcy 
should exercise a discretion to decide the title to any real estate in the 
country which was claimed by a man who happened to be a bankrupt, 
for it must be remembered that the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Bankruptcy cannot be appealed from to the House of Lords except with 
the leave of the court. But assuming the court has jurisdiction, I can 
see no reason why, in the present case, an action should not be brought 
by the trustee against [the cunsignees] for the debt. No question of bank- 
ruptcy law is involved, whereas a question of character is involved which 
the parties might not desire to have decided in a county court. There are 
also some difficult questions of law, such as the application of the doctrine 
of Ka parte Waring (19 Ves. 345), a doctrine the application of which is 
not easily understood. I can see no ground for the Court of Bankruptey 
assuming jurisdiction in this case. I may go further, and say that 
whenever there is a simple money demand by the trustee of a bankrupt's 
estate, which is capable of being tried by the ordinary trib » 1 gan, 
see no reason why the Court pty Be wath should assume juriedictio ton 
try it.” And James, L.J., on the same point, said: “ The Court ja, 
Appeal has given a very extended application to section 72 of the Act. 
But it appears to me that the Legislature introduced into that seetion 
the words ‘which the court may think it exp@dient or necessary to 
decide’ because they thought they could trust the Court of Bankru 
not to exercise the jurisdiction unless it really was e jent to wil 
the case from the ordinary tribunals, and I think it is not expedient to 
do that in the case of a mere mcay de nd.” 

Since the degision in Hx pa: cin he pigs het thereby 
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of @ lease, who stood in the position of mortgagee thereof from the 
bankrupt, epplied to the Court. of Bankruptcy for an order on the trustee 
for delivery up of possession of the property, for payment of the amount 
due on the mortgage, or for foreclosure, The registrar refused the appli- 
cation, but on appeal the court (James, Brett, and Cotton, L.JJ.) 
reversed his decision, and made an order for the trustee to deliver up 
possession in fourteen days from the date of the order. Counsel for the 
trustee contended that the court had no jurisdiction to make the order 
asked for; but James, L.J., said: “The cases cited [for the trustee] are 
all cases in which it was attempted to bring a third party before the 
Court of Bankruptcy against his will. This is not a proceeding in 
invitum. Here it is the third party himself who comes to submit all his 
ts to the decision of the court. Under these circumstances, it is 
well that he should be encouraged to do so, and it is a very reprehensible 
thing that the trustee, who is an officer of this court, should endeavour to 
throw obstacles in the way. When such a person comes to submit all his 
ts to decision here, the court must do substantial justice, and not 
low the trustee to take technical objections for the purpose of throwing 
difficulties in the way, and not in the assertion of any real right. There- 
fore I think that the question ought to have been tried by the registrar.” 
And further on he added: “With regard to the claim for ‘fore- 
closure, I abstain from saying that the court would not have 
jurisdiction to grant it, in a proper case, where a sale could not 
be carried out, althongh it never has been done. Here there 
is the difficulty that it is alleged that there is a second mortgage. 
But I am not disposed to abjure the jurisdiction of the court to 
decree foreclosure, notwithstanding what was said in White v. Simmons.” 
In Fa parte Dressler, Re Solomon (27 W. R. 144, L.'R. 9 Oh. D. 282), 
the Court of Appeal (James, Brett, and Cotton, L.JJ.) doubted whether 
the Court of Bankruptcy had any jurisdiction to entertain a question of 
a claim against a trustee personally for rent of leasehold property of a 


the parties renewed their submission to the jurisdiction, the case was 
heard and decided upon its merits. In Ha parte Musgrave, Re Wood 
(27 W. R, 372, L. B. 10 Ch. D. 94), the trustee applied to the county 
court for accounts to be taken between the debtor and another person, 
and for an order that any balance which might be found to be due from 
such person niight be paid by him. The court had ordered accounts to 
be taken which had been partially gone into and adjourned, and on the 
adjournment the judge held that, on the authority of Hw parte Dickin, 
which had been‘ decided by the Court of Appeal in the meantime, he 
had no jurisdiction in the matter, and dismissed the trustee’s application 
with costs. -This decision was upheld by the Chief Judge and also by 
the Court of Appeal (James, Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.). The 
decision in Hx parte Brown, Re Yates (27 W. R. 651), isin the other 
direction. In that case one of the registrars of the London Court of 
Bankruptcy, acting as Chief Judge, upon the application of the trustee, 
made an order setting aside a mortgage deed executed by the bankrupt, 
on the ground that it was fraudulent as against his creditors, and an act 
of bankruptcy. ‘The jurisdiction of the court was objected to on appeal, 
but the court (James, Baggallay, and Bramwell, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
order, and James, L.J., laid down the following rule :—‘ Cases where, 
by the bankruptcy law, the trustee has a higher title than the bankrupt 
himself, were intended to be dealt with by the Court of Bankruptcy. 
Cases in which the trustee has only the same rights as the bankrupt 
should be left to the ordinary tribunals,” The next two cases before 
the Court of Appeal which we note—viz., Hw parte Swinbanks, Re 
Shanks (27 W. R. 898, L. R. 11 Ch. D. 525), and Ha parte Butters, Re 
Harrison (28 W. R. 876, L. R. 14 Oh. D. 265)—decide that, where the 
objection to the jurisdiction is not taken in the first instance, it is too 
late to raise it on appeal when the parties have taken the chance of a 
decision in their favour. We quote the following passage from Cotton, 
LJ, in Ew parte Swinbanks, a8 having particular importance upon this 
point :—“ Tf the objection were really to the existence of any jurisdic- 
tion, it could never be taken too late; in fact, the court would be bound 
itself to take the objection as soon as it saw that it had no jurisdiction 
ithout the submission of the parties. But when the objection is only 
is—that the jurisdiction is an extraordinary one, and that the court 
has a discretion as to its exercise—it ought to be taken at the earliest 
pportupity, and it ig not right that a party who is dissatisfied with the 
opin of the court should, at the last moment, contend that the case 
one in which the court would not, under ordinary circumstances, 
ae its jurisdiction.” We would also note two cases before the 
Chief Judge subsequent to the decision in Hw parte Dickin, In the 
first, Za parte Hirst, Re Wherly (27 W. R. 788, L. R. 11 Oh. D. 278), 
he held that the court had no jurisdiction to restrain a second mortgagee 
from prosecuting an action for foreclosure to which the trustee had been 
made'a party ; and in the other, Za parte Eatough, Re Oliffe (28 W. R. 
433), he decided that the court had no jurisdiction to make an order 
against a landlord who had seized goods under a distress prior to, and 
ota to, the tenant's baukruptcy, for damages for 


agive 88. 
last two cases upon the section before the Court of Appeal place 
bivithes limitation upon the exercise of the jurisdiction by the court. 





first is Hn parte Armitage, Re Learoyd (29 W. R. 772, L. R, 17 





goods, by which the debtors defrauded their 
served notice of application to the county court for an order 






Ch. D. 13), in whigh the trustee alleged re ae 


transfers fraudulent and void against the trustee, for delivery up to 
of the goods and moneys, and for a special jury to ' fad & hae 
be settled by the judge. The transferees objected to the jr nu; 
but the judge of the county court made an order for the to 
place in the county court. On appeal, the Chief Judge dis: | 
order, and directed an action to be brought in the Court. His 
decision was upheld by the Court of Appeal (James, , and Lush, 
L.JJ.). James, L.J., without withdrawing from or q the general 


rule which he laid down in Ha parte Brown, said kat it was Tiot 
intended to decide that in cases of this kind the court should never be 
able to exercise its judicial discretion not to assume the trial of the case, 
and that in that case, inyolving s0 @ sum of money, and also 
involving, to a very considerable extent, the character of person 
apparently occupying very respectable positions, and y 
unblemished character, it would be inexpedient to try it ina 
court. This principle was carried still further in the last case of all—viz., 
Ha parte Price, Re Roberts (31 W. R. 104, L. R. 91 Oh, D. 553). In 
that case the trustee applied to the county court for an order 
a deed, executed by the bankrupt about eighteen months before bank- 
ruptcy, by which he had conveyed to his father certain land worth about 
£450, the consideration being stated at £100, to be void as against the 
trustee, on the ground that it had been executed merely for the 
of defeating and delaying his creditors. The application was eed by 
the father, who claimed to have the question tried in the Court 
before a jury of twelve; but the county court judge made order 
declaring the conveyance to be void under the statute 13 Eliz. c. 5. “The 
Chief Judge reversed this order, as a wrongful exercise of the discretion 
of the court in assuming jurisdiction, and he was upheld by the Oourt 
7 Sppedl (Jessel, M.R., and Brett and Cotton, L.JJ.), following Zz parte 
rmitage. ! 

Having collated the various authorities decided upon the section, we 
propose, in a concluding article, to make a few observations thereon, 
with a view of ascertaining how far the section has been successful in © 
accomplishing the objects for which it was framed, or in what respecte it 
has failed therein. ; 


E 








THE LEGAL S7ATUS OF LICENSED 
VICTUALLERS AND OTHER LICENCE 
HOLDERS AS AFFECTED BY RECENT 
LEGISLATION AND DECISIONS.* 


I, 
The most recent case ing on the main point discussed last week is 
the one first mentioned—viz., that of Kay v. The Justices of Over Darwen 


—which was decided by the Court of Queen’s Bench on the 24th of 
November last. This decision apparently has reference only to off- 
licences, but the principle it decides is very material when we come 
consider the much more important question of the I status of 
licensed victuallers, This question was bound to be considered and 
decided in this case, inasmuch as the respondent justices contended 
that the new off-licensing Act of last session ok of ones in 
same position as pvt. ork licences with regard to the di 101 
the magistrates po of granting or refusing them. The first 
step in the argument of the case was, therefore, to ascertain what was 
the legal position of an innkeeper at the present time with regard to 
the renewal of his licence. 

In order that we may be able to form a pro 
effect of the case, and to see the true peipenes upon which the 
decision proceeded, I propose to trace shortly the 
ceedings from the beginning. 

Over Darwen is a borough of about 30,000 inhabitants in N; 
East Lancashire, having a separate commission of the peace. 17 
annual licensing sessions were held on the 24th of August, 1882. 
Exactly a fortnight before that day—namely, on the 10th of August, 
1882—the new off- ioenning Ant of 1882 received the Royal assent, 

Being of opinion that this Act of Parliament authorized them to 
refuse the renewal of existing off-licences where they considered them 
unnecessary, the magi estan ticve fod notioce jo he sereyd, is aoa 
with section 42 of the Act of 1872, and section 26 of the Act of 1874, 
upon the whole of the holders of off-licences in the borough, pes i 
that the renewal of their licences would be opposed on the ) 
that there was no necessity for them, and requiring their it 6 hans 
at the licensing sessions. At the brewster sessions counsel 
to support this objection on behalf of the superintendent of police, 
ood ties on behalf of the local Licensed Victuallers’ iation and 


* By F. G, Hindle, Esq., Solicitor; Clifford’s Inn Prizeman, 1870; Glenk to 
Darvon Rosaah Megisteaten . ¢ 
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the local Temperance Society, the holders of the whole of the existing 
off-licences being also fecieenlie re . After hearing the 
arguments on both sides, the magistrates adjourned the licensing 
sessions until the 14th of September, when they heard the whole of 
the cases in detail, and the sna aby Neate out of seventy- 
two existing licences, upon the groun t they were not required in the 
district. Fake onaatin. = A ing the whole of the houses in the 
pr map of the borough, with the public-houses, beerhouses, and 
off-li ises, marked in different colours, and sworn evidence 
was add in each case to prove that the houses were not required 
to supply the legitimate requirements of the neighbourhood. Twenty- 
five of the applicants gave notice of appeal, and the cases came on to 
be reheard before the magistrates sitting at quarter sessions at Preston, 
on the 20th of October, 1882, under the presidency of W. H. Higgin, 
Esq., Q.C., chairman, when Mr. Addison, Q.C., appeared to support 
the decision of the justices, whilst Mr. Nash appeared for the 
appellants. The case, however, was not on this occasion thoroughly 
— out, as the chairman, Mr. Higgin, Q.C., stated that he 
y considered the matter previously, and made up his mind upon it, 
his opinion being strongly in favour of the view taken by the local 
magistrates—namely, that the new Act gave them exactly the same 
power over the renewal of existing off-licences that they always had 
over the renewal of existing public-house licences, and that these 
were now, and always a been, held simply from year to year, 
at the discretion of the licensing justices. As, however, the discussion 
which took place was most interesting, as eliciting the views of two 
eminent Queen’s Counsel, whose long experience at quarter sessions 
had given them an intimate acquaintance with the Licensing Laws, 
I reproduce some portion of a report of it which seme at the 
time :— 

‘Mr. ADDISON said this was an appeal against the decision of the 
magistrates of Over Darwen, on the 15th of September, to refuse to 
renew a licence for the sale of beer to be consumed off the premises 
. the appellant. The certificate had been held in previous years by 

e & t. 

The CHAIRMAN: Not that certificate. 

Mr. Appison : No, sir ; but one of a similar character. The licence 
is ted for one year by way of renewal. 

CHAIRMAN: No, it is not by way of renewal. 

Mr. Appison: What we suggest is, that the magistrates by 
the Act of 1882 have been entitled for the first time to refuse 
to renew these off-licences. The first and most substantial ground 
of argument, because the appeal took its rise from it, was the 
— whether the magistrates or justices had the power to 

what they had done; whether the Act applied to such 
certificates at all; or to what were called under the Act certifi- 
cates? Secondly, suppose the magistrates had a free and un- 
qualified discretion to refuse to renew, then what were the grounds 
on which they might clearly exercise such discretion and refuse a 
renewal? Were they justified in considering the interest of the public, 
or the wants of the neighbourhood, and in granting licences to the 
number which they in their discretion thought were required? Of 
course that raised the assumption that an excessive number of public- 
houses was against the interests of the public, and tended to promote 
tippling, and the court would have to decide whether, under the 
power given by that Act, it was within the power of the justices to say 
that, in the interests of the public, there were too many licensed houses, 
and that they would remove those which were contrary to the public 
interests. And the third ground would be the consideration of the 
facts. That would be a matter on which he would call evidence before 
them. The istrates, taking the neighbourhood into consideration, 
their own know. of it, and also the evidence that was brought 
before them, found the houses tly in excess of what they ought to 
have been, and that they tended to promote drunkenness. In order to 
understand the new Act they meat 5 have to work back from the very 
> To begin at the beginning then, as re these 
licences, and as re; the discretion of the justices, as the court 


knew, there could be no common law doctrines on this subject, but it) 


was a matter entirely of statute law. The first statute with which 
they were was that of 1828, or, as it was commonly called, 
a of a vosling i it provided that the magistrates should 

ve the power of granting licences to persons keeping or being about to 

inns. Those licences, as the court was tg expired annuall 

at the end of the year, but the law had taken care that no vested 
interests should be created. As he had said, the licence was granted 
for only one year, but this would not have been so if there had been 
any truth in a certain doctrine which prevailed—viz., that an innkeeper 
had a sort of perpetual right to a renewal. 

The CHAIRMAN: There is no such thing. A man has a licence for 
twelve months ; then it expires; and if he does not get a new licence then 
his Aygo in it i8 gone. 

fr. ADDISON t that was done to gen against that kind of 
notion. What was eu of this yearly application but that the 
magistrates might refuse if they pleased to renew at the end of twelve 
months? It was to give them local option. All the rights that 








were created were created for twelve months, and the statute he had 
uoted gave the justices the full power of dealing with these rights, 

e then read the 5 & 6 Edward 6, c. 25, to show that after 
a person had been once licensed to keep a common alehouse, and 
the selling of ale led to tippling and other disorders, the justices had 
full power to take away his licence, and the learned counsel on 
that, under this Act local option was given to the justices without 
any compensation clause. That was the very first time that the 
justices had had anything at all to do with licences, and it was then 
that a complete local option was given to the magistrates to refuse 
licences on the ground that there were too many of them, and that 
they encouraged tippling. Then, in 1828, power was given to the 
justices to deal with these annual licences to such an extent as 
should think fit; and for a long time after the pening of that Acta 

+ many theories prevailed as to the reasons that ought to influence 
justices in granting a licence. The previous Acts were so framed that 
anybody was entitled to keep a licensed house, and some doubt 
existed as to whether the magistrates were entitled to consider the 
wants of the neighbourhood. “This, however, was decided in the case 
of Tyson v. The Justices of Lancashire, which was tried in 1870. When 
that case was being argued the opinion was expressed that the increase 
of public-houses might encourage enness, and it was then held 
b Mr. Justice Lush that the justices ought to consider not only the 

ualification of the person applying and the suitableness of the house, 
but other considerations, he. as the need of the local population, the 
number of houses already licensed, and all the other facts bearin 
upon the question, whether it was fit and proper in the interests of the 
public for whose benefit these Acts were passed. 

The CHAIRMAN: That is local option again. 

Mr. ADDISON concurred. It was local option given to the magis- 
trates, though no doubt the magistrates would consider the interests 
of the holders of the licences. The whole meaning of these Acts was 
that the justices should exercise at the expiration of the licence a dis- 
cretion upon the whole of these questions. No doubt where people 
had embarked their whole in these houses the justices had been in 
habit of granting fresh licences. 

The CHAIRMAN: A man has no right to demand a licence. There isno 
right whatever to a licence. . . . I should like to relieve everyone by 
saying this, that the word “‘ grant,” in the 1st section of the Act of 
1882, applies to a certificate granted for the third, fourth, or any 
number of times. 

After some further discussion, the Chairman said what they must 
find was whether the magistrates were right under the section of the 
Act, in refusing to grant those licences under the free and unquelte 
discretion intrusted to them. But the main question was whether this 
Act of Parliament was confined to the first application, which he under- 
stood was the point desired to beraised. If the cases were respited to 
the following sessions, and then if the Court of Queen’s Bench gave 4 
decision to the effect that the Act only applied to the first application, 
they could go into other questions in reference to the ap 
If the court was of opinion that the section of the Act did not refer to 
the second or third or any subsequent application for a certificate, 
then the magistrates had no right to refuse and no right to exercise 
any discretion in the matter. en the decision of the court was got 
on that point, then they would come back to the sessions and try the 
whole of the appeals. e Chairman subsequently said, after hearing 
the evidence in one of the cases which was selected as a test case, that 
the magistrates had resolved to decide the case in favour of the re- 
spondents, subject to a special case to be stated for the opinion of the 
Court of Queen’s Bench. 

The question came before Field and Stephen, JJ., in the Queen's 
Bench Division on the 24th of November, 1882, when the Pe ~ 
without hesitation, confirmed the ruling of Mr. Higgin, Q.C. 
following are extracts from a note taken of the argument :— 

Mr. Addison, Q.C., and Mr. Potter showed cause against a rule to 
quash the decision of the justices below. Mr. Collins ay 7 to 
support the rule. After the case had been opened, the following 
observations were made in the course of the argument :— j 

Frexp, J. (to Mr. Collins) :—Assuming Mr. Addison’s interpretation 
to be the natural one, you want to its the Act away or to bring 
in some a sae outside of it to get us to put some other inter 
pretation upon it 

Mr. Connie : I can show that another construction is reasonable 
and possible. If I can show this, your lordships will be bound to 
adopt my construction in preference to the other, which will defeat a 
vested interest. 

STEPHEN, J.: That is a matter which I Should not take into con- 
sideration. 

Mr. CoLLIns cited Teg. v. Vine, 10Q. B., as an authority for the 
contention that the court may adopt any construction which is con- 
sistent with the words, and which will preserve vested interests. 

SreruEN, J.: I will not listen to any construction which explains 
away plain words. : 

Fretp, J.: Whether it defeats a vested interest or it does not is # 
matter for the Legislature, not for us. 
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STEPHEN, J.: My feeling is to look at the plain words. It will not 
do to show that your construction is a possible one. 

Mr. Cotiins: My lords, the words are ‘‘the licensing justices.” 
Then comes the 3rd section, which says that words therein have the 
gme meaning as in the Act of 1872, and in that Act the licénsing 
justices are defined to be ‘‘ justices having jurisdiction in respect of 
the grant of the new licences,” and a different tribunal is created for 
the granting of these licences. 

Fre.pD, J.: Then the Legislature gives this new authority to an old 
tribunal. I agree that they had none at that time. 

STEPHEN, J.: You cannot have a better test than by substituting 
the definition for the thing defined. Let us try it in that way. 
Section 1 of the new Act would then read, ‘‘ the justices having juris- 


diction in respect of the grant of the new licences” shall have these 
additional powers. 
Fretp, J.: If a man wishes to obtain a fresh licence for a house 


already licensed he need not comply with certain conditions which 
otherwise he must comply with. But in every case in every year 
there is a new licence granted. You may call it renewal if you fie, 
but that does not make the licence an old one. The Legislature does 
not call it a renewal, it calls it ‘‘a grant by way of renewal.” The 
islature is not capable of calling a new thing an old one. 
. CoLLIns: The Legislature has clearly made a distinction 
between a new licence and an old one. 

STEPHEN, J.: The Legislature says, when we talk of the ‘‘ renewal 

of a licence,” we do not mean that, but we mean a new licence 
ted to a man who has had one before. I should have thought 
that it would have been as easy to have talked of a ‘licence granted 
way of renewal” as to talk of ‘the renewal of a licence;” but 
en it does mention a renewal it says, “‘ do not suppose that we meant 
arenewal, but the granting of a licence by way of renewal.” 

FIELD, J.: The Legislature recognizes no vested right at all in any 
holder of a licence. It ey relieves him from giving certain notices 
md complying with certain formalities when he applies annually for his 
licence after the first time. It says you need not publish certain 
notices in the papers, and so on. J¢ does not treat the interest as a 
wsted one in any way. 

Mr. Cottins: I submit that it does. If your lordship is against 
ne on the point I will not argue it further. 

STEPHEN, J.: [think you exercise a very wise discretion in not going into 
that. The plain question is, what is the meaning of those words ? 
§o far you have made one point, and I am quite satisfied about that. 

Mr. Cottins: I was saying that the Legislature, by the Act of 
1872, created for boroughs a different tribunal, and it did in counties, 
too. In boroughs there ought to be a committee confirmed by the 
general body. counties it was just the other way, but in both 
ases the renewal was granted by a different body. If new grants 
vere distinguished from renewals, there is nothing in this Act to do 
way with the distinction. Your lordships, I contend, are bound to 
limit the discretion to the persons who have to deal with new grants. 
Judgment was given as follows :— 

Fietp, J.: I fhink this is a very clear point, and that the 
justices below and at quarter sessions are fully warranted in arriving 
ti the construction they have put on the Act of Parliament. The 
fiets shortly are that Kay, ever since the year 1875, has obtained 
tnually an excise licence authorizing him to sell beer by retail off the 
ises. He has had that every year, and has obtained a certificate 
the justices every year. There is nothing whatever against him, 
bat he has always conducted himself well and properly, and he now 
mes and applies for a certificate in order that he may again take out 
tlicence. The magistrates say, ‘‘ Well, we have no objection to you, 
tut we have come to the conclusion, in our discretion, that, for 
fasons of public policy, we will not grant you this certificate.” The 
lustices, having been invited to state a case, have done so, and the ques- 
tion they ask us is, ‘‘ Was the discretion given by section 1 of the Beer 
Dealers’ Retail Licences Act of 1882 limited to applications made by 
fetsons not already licensed?” Mr. Collins, on the part of the ap- 
Yilant, says that discretion is limited to new applications, and that 
the justices have no discretion whatever in the case, because they are 
to renew, unless the case comes within one of the four heads of 
the Act of 1869. It is admitted that it does not come within these. 
let us read the Act for ourselves, and see what is its natural 
‘eaning. Of course the rule of construction is very clear. So long 
Sthe words have a natural meaning, it must be given to them, un- 
ls that leads to a manifest absurdity. If the words themselves are 
ttbiguous, then you may look at the whole body of the Act. This is 
‘ery short Act, and the language to my mind is very clear. I can- 
wt see any doubt about the —— atall. First of all it recites the 
‘tt of 1880. Now, what does the Kot of 1880 do? This was'the Act 
got rid of section 8 of the Act of 1869 with reference to what 
"known as an additional off-licence for the sale of beer. In that 
‘ththe Legislature extended the discretion of the justices. Now, in 
Me Act of 1882 there is a further extension. It is recited that it is 

t to extend the provisions of the Act of 1880 to the granting 
















































sumption off the premises. That being the declared policy of the Act 
by the preamble, now we come to the enactment itself he quoted 
section 1]. The Act says that the “licensing justices” must exercise 
a discretion, and Mr. Collins says it is clear that this is not intended 
to apply to this particular case, because the licensing justices are de- 
fined by the Act of 1872 to be the justices who have discretion to 
grant a new licence, and therefore he says that, inasmuch as this man 
has had 2 certificate before, the Legislature does not mean to vest in 
these justices the powers to act in respect of renewed licences—that 
they are to act in respect of new licences. I think that argument 
fails entirely. It seems to me that the Legislature formed a stated 
body or court. They give the court new powers, just in the same way 
that the court of Lord Penzance has new powers granted to it. 
That argument was quite fallacious. Having disposed of that, which 
at first I did not understand, we find it is the committee who grant 
licences, although they are confirmed afterwards by another body. It 
is the licensing justices who have power to grant those licences who 
have the new , Rvacesaag and it is the body by whom all these certifi- 
cates have to be granted. Then it goes on to say that these licensing 
justices shall be at liberty to do what? To t certificates. Is not 
this a certificate? Clearly itis. Then Mr. Collins used an argument 
to point out that the Legi 
between the licence granted by way of renewal and one ted for 
the first time. Of course there is such a distinction. In the one case 
notices are required to be given in order that anyone interested may 
appear to oppose the granting of the licence. But when a man has 
once gone canals that ordeal (because the licence is a licence to a 
particular person occupying a particular house) and the 

have once granted the licence, there are various provisions as to what 
is to be done on the renewal of it. He is not required to attend unless 
expressly required, and so on, so that there is undoubtedly a distinc- 
tion between a licence granted to a man who has and a man who has 
not had a licence granted to him before. If the Legislature, knowing 
so clearly as they did, the distinction between the two classes of 
licences, had intended this Act to apply to only one class, why did 
they not say so? They could easily have done so. It seems to me 
that the generality of this language points clearly to the conclusion 
that the Legislature intended to vest every licence for the sale of in- 
toxicating liquors in the discretion of the licensing justices—new, old, 
or anything else. I think the jurisdiction is not limited. 

STEPHEN, J.: I am of the same opinion. I am obliged to Mr. 
Collins for the way in which he argu this case, because it could not 
be done better. The obvious words of this Act are so plain that it 
must have required a considerable amount of ingenuity on the part of 
those who brought this appeal to suggest any meaning but one for them. 
However, Mr. Collins was equal to the occasion, and he did contrive to 
suggest a meaning which his own feelings prevented him from saying at 
first (until much enforced and told it was no good if he said anything 
else) was the necessary meaning. But, seriously, nobody can say that 
there is any doubt that the proper interpretation is the more natural one. 
It is only the more obvious from the argument we have heard, that the 
Act was intended to give magistrates absolute power over beerhouse- 
keepers, whether the licence is a new one or whether it is applied for 
for the twentieth time. In fact the Act gives the licensing justices 
absolute power. That is my opinion. Not only so, but it so in 
most emphatic and vigorous language. e Legislature is so intent 
on showing that the discretion is to be an absolute and unqualified 
one that it takes the trouble to say so. Then the 2nd section 
shows that the discretion is to be exercised at the eral ann 
licensing meeting. That is very clear. Mr. Collins tried to explain 
it away by reference to the interpretation clause about licensing 
justices, but when I asked him about it he owned that these persons 
who exercised their discretion were, in fact, licensing justices within 
the definition of the Act of 1872, although he contended that their 
powers in regard to renewals were not the same as with regard to 
new licences. As to that it appears to me that there may be some 
other differences in applying for the second time, but I do not think 
there is any difference whatever as to the power which the magistrates 
possess. These gentlemen are licensing justices, and this is a certificate 
for the sale of beer which they have refused, and I think they were 
quite justified. 

An attempt was made to carry the case further to the Lords Justices 
of Appeal, Sut this was strongly discountenanced by Lord Chief 
Justice Coleridge, who refused, on the 12th of December, to grant any 
facilities for having the case again reheard. 

On the 15th of December the a gave notice withdraw- 
ing the appeal, which was subsequently dismissed with costs against 
the appellants, as were the other twenty-four appeals 
it, so that the decision of the Court of Queen’s Bench will 
settle the law on the question so far as off-licences are 
If any fresh appeals be taken to quarter sessions from the refusal 
to renew off-licences, under similar circumstances, it is conceived that 
no case would again be stated on the point of law for the opinion of 
the Queen’s Bench Division, since that court has already expressed its 
opinion, and in no other way is there any appeal from quarter sessions, 





"tertificates for all licences for the sale of beer by retail for con- 
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Utiléss, therefore, fresh legislation takes place on the subject, the 
point has now been authoritatively decided So far as off-licences are 
concerned. 


_ It should, however, be borne in mind that if the licensing magistrates 
detide to grant the retiewal of an existing licence there is no ap 
from their decision, aid that unless proper notices are given and all 
other formalities complied with, the refusal of the licence may be 
quashed on appeal at quarter sessions. 

This was noticeably the case at Wrexham, where Mr. Osborne 
Morpati, @.C. (Judge Advocate-General) and Mr. Swetenham, Q.C., 
sitting as licensing magistrates, in September last, refused the renewal 
of a number of off-licences, on the ground that they were not required, 
and exp their opinion as to the legal status of all license holders 
in terms almost identical with those used by Mr. Higgins, Q.C.; but 
thotigh their views were upheld on appeal to quarter sessions, the 
licenees were , on the ground that no notices of objection had 

‘given. And in the case of Reg. v.. The Justices of Essex, which 
was atgued and decided in the Queen’s Bench Division on the same 
day a8 the Darwen case, it was expressly decided that the requirements 
of the Bats of 1872 and 1874, with regard to notices of objection, &c., 
must still be complied with as strictly in the case of off-licenses as in 
the case of innkeepers. These two decisions taken together, therefore, 
plainly show that in the opinion of the Queen’s Bench Division both 
élassés of licenses ate riow upon exactly the same footing. 

_ Where the objection to the renewal of a licence is taken by some of 
the licensing’ justices themselves (as it has been settled by several 
decided cases that it may be), then, of course, it will be for the magis- 
trates’ clerk to see that the proper notices are given, but when the 
Objection comes from outsiders, they must themselves give the re- 
quisite notices of objection, and be prepared to substantiate the same 
by sworn evidence. 

It is possible that at fhe licensing sessions for the counties 
of Surrey and Middlesex, which will be held on the first ten 
days, of the month of March next, and at the licensing sessions 
throughout the provinces, which will be held in August and 
September, the power of objecting to the renewal of existing 
licerices may be somewhat extensively exercised, particularly in 
the case of ‘‘ off-licences.” These-have long been unpopular with 
licensing magistrates all over the country, who have, for years back, 
been petitioning for power to cut down their number, and, now that 
they have been at length invested with this power, it is possible that, 
in some s, they may be disposed to use it somewhat freely. These 
licences have mostly sprung up within the last seven or eight years, 
and. as they are generally held by grocers merely as an additior to 
their ordinary business, in very few instances (though, of course, 
there are exceptions) has much capital been laid out upon the faith 
of them. They will, therefore, probably be the first objects of attack 
in places where they are considered mischievous in their effects. The 
course of procedure, however, is exactly the same in the case of objections 
being taken to the renewal of innkeepers’ licences, and the only conclu- 
sion to be drawn from the authorities I have cited seems to be that their 
legal status is exactly the same. It is, therefore, quite possible that 
at some of the licensing sessions for the metropolitan counties 
objection may be taken to the renewal of existing innkeepers’ licences, 
where it is thought that a strong case can be made out to show that 
the excessive number of licensed houses in any particular district 
tends to create drunkenness atid disorder. Such a proceeding will, of 
course, excite the most determined opposition on the part of those 
whose interests are assailed, and it may be deemed quite certain that 
the first case, where a publican’s licence is refused renewal on this 
ground, will be carried on appeal to the House of Lords. Although 
no court of quarter sessions would probably now state another 
special case for the opinion of the Queen’s Bench Division with 
reference merely to the effect of the new off-licensing Act, it is 
almost certain that, in order to settle beyond dispute the much more 
important question of the legal status of licensed victuallers, a special 
case would be stated without hesitation. It is, however, important to 
observe that no such case can be stated uniess the renewal of the 
licence is actually refused by the licensing justices, and their decision 
confirmed at quarter sessions. There is no appeal of any kind if a 
licence is granted. The Quéen’s Bench Division will not decide a 
hypothetical question. Before the point can be formally and in terms 
decided, some bench of licensing magistrates will have to refuse the 
renewal of the licence of some existing public-house expressly on the 
ground that it is not required in the interest of the public, and some 
court of r sessions will have to confirm the refusal, subject to 
the opinion of the Queen’s Bench Division. Whether this will be done 
in of the metropolitan counties during the licensing sessions 
held néxt month remains to be seen, It ap unlikely, however, 
that the next licensing sessions in the provinces will without 
the point being raised and carried forward for decision. If it is 
dé in the present state of the licensing laws, there is, in my 
opinion, no reason to doubt that it will be settled in accordance 
with the dicta of the judges in Ex parte Martin, Smith v, The Justices 
of Hereford, and Kay v. The Justices of Over Darwen, 


As I stated at the otifset, it is not my intention to offer any obser. 
vations upon the way in which licensing magistrates ought to exercise 
the large discretionary powers which I believe to be vested in them 
with regard to the renewal of existing licences. The question I haye 
been discussing is not what the law ought to be, or how it ought to 
be administered, but what it is. And even upon this point I am not 
ie o8r enough to ask anyone to attatty katy importance to my 

wn individual opinion, though I have not hesita to express it.. 

y object las been simply to assist those of my professional brethren: 
who may have to consider this matter by setting out as clearly and as: 
intelligibly as possible the most recent expressions of judicial opinion 
on the question; from which everyone can draw his own conclusions, 

I may, however, perhaps be permitted to suggest that the Queen’s 
Bench Division would probably direct an adjourned licensing meeting 
to be held if it could be shown that the magistrates had arrived at a 
foregone conclusion before the holding of the sessions to refuse all, 
or even a certain number of, applications for the renewal of licences 
within their district. It is clear that the magistrates are bound to 
exercise a judicial discretion in the case of each separate application, 
after taking evidence on oath with respect to it. (See Reg. y. 
Walsall Justices, 3 C. B. 100, and Reg. v. Sylvester, 31 B. J. 
M. C. 93.) They are entitled, and indeed bound, to take into 
consideration what they, in the exercise of their discretion, may 
consider to be the legitimate requirements of the district, but if 
decline to go into the merits of each of the individual applications 
which come before them, and refuse to hear such sworn evidence as ig 
adduced with regard to them, it might be contended that they had 
acted in such a manner as to show that they declined to exercise the 
judicial discretion which was vested in them. In the Darwen cas 

ains were taken to show that this judicial discretion had been care- 

ully exercised, as well as to comply with all the prescribed formalities 
with regard to notices, &c. Anelaborate plan of the district, showing 
the whole of the licensed houses, was put in evidence; an adjourn- 
ment of the sessions was taken for the purpose of enabling the 
magistrates personally to inspect the whole of the houses objected to, 
and when, after spending nearly eight hours at the gai oushia sessions 
in taking evidence upon the merits of each individual case, the 
magistrates refused the renewal of thirty-four out of seventy-two 
existing off-licences, it was shown that they still left a larger number: 
in i afer to the population than the average of most other 
boroughs in the county. It was also shown that after the thirty-four 
licences were struck off there was no part of the borough where there: 
was aty street or cluster of houses more than two minutes’ walk from 
some place where beer could be purchased. The magistrates con- 
sidered, therefore, that they had still left aniple provision for all the 
legitimate requirements of the district. It was, at all events, evident 
that in this case a judicial discretion had been exercised, and it was 


‘laid down by the learned chairman of the Court of Quarter Sessions 


Qh. Higgin, Q.C.) that where it appeared that this had been carefully 
one by the local magistrates a court of quarter sessions ought not, as 
rule, to interfere with their decision. Itis well settled that the Queén’s 
Bench Division will decline to interfere in such a case, however much 
the judges may disapprove of the decision come to upon the fac 
appearing before them. (See Reg. v. Justices of Kent, 41 J. P..263; 

eg. V. Boteler, 33 L. J. M. ©. 103; Reg. v. Middlesex Justices (Slade’s 
case), 25 W. R. 610, L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 516; and Reg. v. Lert 
Justices, 1 M. & S. 442.) 

However sweeping a reduction may be made in the number of 
existing licences in any particular district, or however small a number 
of licensed houses may be left to supply the presumed requirements of 
the neighbourhood, the Court of Queen’s Bench will decline to inter- 
fere so long as it can be shown that the local magistrates went about 
the matter in a proper way; went fully into the merits of each ifdi- 
vidual ng prem heard all that was to be said upon the subject, and 
got their decision confirmed at quarter sessions, 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


REGISTRATION OF LIFE ANNUITIES, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal;} 
Sir,—As, by 18 & 19 Vict, c. 15, s, 12, it is provided that a memorats 
dum in the case of a life annuity or rent-charge is required to be le 
with the senior master of the Court of Common Pleas, and as both 
master and the court itself no longer exist, I should be glad to 
where an annuity is now to be registered, as I have beeh unable to 
“| provision in the recent Acts. 8 















With a view to affording assistance to practitioners on the 
questions which are likely to arise at the forthcoming brewster Bs 
Mr, Hindle is about to republish the papers on the statis of licenéed 
vietuallers which have appeared in our columns, together with additional 





observations on practical points arising upon objections to the renew 
| of existing licences, and an appendix of forms. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


ravine Procespings—Doverz Vexarion—Lis aint PENDENS— 
Jonons 1x EnctisH anp 1N Forztcn Courts—Execrioy.—In a case of 
Tie Peruvian Guano Company v. Bockwoldt, before the Court of Appeal on 
16th inst., the question arose whether the defendants were entitled to have 
proceedings in the action stayed on the ground of “double vexation,” 
proceedings baving 
pert of the same subject-matter. e action was brought to recover certain 
cargoes of guano or damages. When the writ was issued th 


@ cargoes were 


port, and the plaintiffs then commenced proceedings io a French court in 
respect of those cargoes which had been removed. The defendants moved that 
plaintiffs should be ordered to elect between the two actions, and Bacon, 
refused the motion. The Court of Appeal (Jesser, M.R., and LinpLEy 
Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Jxsset, M.R., said that it was 
important that the court should cleatly see in stopping an action that no 
was done. Aman who brought an action did so at the peril of 
and that was generally sufficient protection to the defendant. But an 
might be vexatious on many grounds. It might be utterly absurd, and 
brought merely to annoy. In such a case the judge had jurisdiction to stay it. 
Then a eo. wight think he would get some fanciful advantage by pro- 
ceeding 2 


pagatee 


two of the Queén’s courts at once. That would also be vexatious. 
Similar considerations arose when one action was brought in England and 
another abroad. The court had so recently dealt with that matter in McHenry 
vy, Lewis (31 W. R. 305, 27 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 101), that it was unnecessary 
to go minutely into it again. It was not vexatious to bring an action in two 
countries when there were substantial reasons of benefit to the plaintiff. A 
could not be prevented from suing twice if he could, by so doing, get 
real advantage. In the present case some of the defendants were 
sesident in and had large property in France. That was a good reason for suing 
there. Then the action was so far advanced that the plaintiffs 
might well say they were on the point of getting judgment, and would be 
able to use the judgment in the French action. It seemed, therefore, that the 
plaintiffs’ were legitimate, and not vexatious. But, farther, the 
m@tions did not relate to identically the same subject-matter, and one could 
not be simply because they were both brought under the same title. 
There was no precedent for putting a plaintiff to an election as to part 
an action. The rule was to put a stop to one of the actions 
toto, The plaintiffe were asserting their rights ond fide, and 
court ought to be slow to extend the doctrine of double vexation. 
Iimprey and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred,—Soricrrons, G. M. Clements ; C.§ 
8 Harrison & Co. 
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Lunatic Trusrez—AppomstwENT OF EXISTING TRUSTEES IN PLACE OF 
VES AND THE LunaTic—VestinG OnpER—TausteEs AcT, 1850, 8, 32— 
Converancrne Act, 1881, 8, 31.—In a cate of In se Aston, before the Court 
af Lunacy on the 10th inst., a question arose as to the appointment of 
trustees. A testator had devised real estate to four trustees.. One of the 
four was of unsound mind, though not so found by inquisition. A petition was 
resented, entitled in the Trustee Act, 1850, and also in Lunacy and in the 
Division, asking that the three sane trustees might be appointed 
trustees in the place of themselves and the lunatic, and that a vesting order 
might be made accordingly. Reference was made to In re Harford’s Trusts 
(L. R. 13 Ch. D. 135), in which Jessel, M.R., made an order appointing three 
existing trustees of a will to be trustees in place of themselves and a fourth who 
had absconded ; and to In re Colyer (Weekly Notes, 1880, p.131) in which Cotton, 
L.J., declined to make such an order in a case where one of three trustees had 
ae # lunatic, He held that the original number of trustees ought to be 
l up, Section 31 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, was also referred to, 
Jesset, M,R., said that he adhered to the opinion which he expressed in In re 
f . But the court must keer its practice uniform, and, as 
Cotton, L.J., objected to makiog such an order, it could not be made. The 
feyancing Act was not intended to alter the practice under-the-Trustee 
intment of a new 
JJ., concurred .— 






king for the ap 
and Bowen, 





must be amended by =: 
t place of the lunatic. LinpiEy 
Soutcrrons, Winter ¢ Co. 


PRactice—AMENDMENT OF PLEADINGS =QuESTION oF Costs ONLY—OnpD. 
27, 2. 1.—In a case of Webber v. Wedgwood, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 19th inat., a question arose as to the amendment of pleadings, The 
action was brought to restrain an alleged intended interference with the 

tiff's ancient lights. An injunction was ted immediately after the 

of the writ, the defendant not 2 g- He then completed his 

without exceeding its former height. The plaintiff delivered a 

of claim, and the it did not, by his statement of defence, 

deny the plaintiff's claim to ancient lights, but after the action bad been 

set down for trial, he discovered that the plaintiff's house had been erected 

twenty years, He then applied for leave to amend his defence by 

an allegation that the plaintiff's lights were not ancient. Pear- 

son, J., refused to allow the amendment, on the ground that the sole question 

to be was that of costs, aod that the defendant ought not to be 

allowed to raise a new issue for that p only. On the opening of the 

eel the court (Jzsszt, M.R., and BaGgoatay and Lixpiey, L.JJ.) 

the ay t's counsel, and called on the plaintiff's counsel to sup- 

the The plaiotiff’s counsel then stated that, though bis 

was a Dew one, his lights occupied the position of some lights which 

had Previonsly existed. else pertien then scocded to a <sosecation st the 

ur the action ab be dismi without costs,—Soricito: loppe 
Fn; Surr, Gridbie, & Bunton, _ - 


| case of Zn re C 


been commenced by the plaintiffs in France in relation to’ 


English port, but some of them were afterwards removed to & French | 





ae Sholom tho Boost of, Agpaelee the Sashieha b guaain 
r) oa 1 a 

arose as to the right of a mother to the of ber illegitimate child. 
The child wag a girl abont seven years of age. @ mother soon after ker 
birth placed the child under the care of some persons in a humble station of 
life, and she remained in their care till the present application was made. The 
mother now desired that the child should be placed under the care of a married 
sister of her own, who, with her husband, was willing to take charge of the 
child. They were in a position of life superior to that of the with 
whom she bad been. A divisional court (Pollock, B., and Manisty,. J.) 
ordered thechild to be delivered up in accordance with the mother’s wishes, 
and this decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Jzsszx, M.R., and 
Luypiay and Bowen, L.JJ.). On behalf of the appellants, the persons ia 
whose charge the child had been, it was urged that, an illegitimate child 
being in the view of the law jilius nullius, the court would not interfere so 
long as the child was being properly maintained. It would not give up the 
child into the power of a mother who was admittedly leading an immoral life. 
It would have regard to the interests of the child. And reliance was placed on 
In re White (10 L. T. 349), in Which & mother left her illegitimate child, a 
gifl of @ year old, in the Custody of a friend, who kept her for seven years. 
As she seemed to be well Gared for and wished to stay Where she was, 
Wightman, J., refused to give her into the mother’s custody, saying that the 
child, being illegitimate, neither father nor mother had any particular right to 
its custody. JESSEL, M.R., said that, if ever a jadgment was right, it was 
that which was now appealed from. This unfortunate young woman was 
seduced when she was under sixteen, and hada child. Her father turned her 
out of doors. She placed her child with two very poor people in the neighbour- 
hood to narse, intending to pay them, and she did give them some money 
which she obtained from her seducer. She came upto London and got a situa- 
tion as a waitress. After atime her strength*failed her, and she was unable 
to maintain her child. After that these poor people maintained it. It was 
alleged that they did so by means of the contributions of some charitable 
people, The unlucky mother went into an infirmary, and when she came out 
she met a gentleman who took her as his mistress, and she was still living 
with bim. In that sense she was leading an immoral life. Now the mother 
wanted to have her child, and these poor people wanted to keep it, They 
bad not a particle of right to do so; they were pure strangers. And yet they 
actually set up in a court of law and equity that the mother was no relation 
to the child, and that she could make no higher claim to it than a 
stranger. Their claim was absurd. No doubt, in Jn re Lloyd (8 
and 8G. 2,°548), Maule, J., said: “ How does the mother of an 
mate child differ from a stranger?” His lordship thought the answer 
‘* Because she is the mother.” He thought that observation must have been 
intended as ajoke. Atany rate, Maule, J., could only have been speaking 
of the strict legal right to the guardianship of the child. The of 
the mother of an illegitimate child was recognized by the law, among 
things, for the purpose of liability under the Poor Law Acts. Moreover, now 
that all the courts were courts of law and equity, the question did not depend 
on the mere legal right upon Aadeas corpus, and in & court of equity, not only 
was the relationship of the mother of an illegitimate child recognized, but also 
that ofjthe putative father. The court had regard to the iaterest of the child, 
and the blood relationship, though it was not legal, was considered to give a 
right prim facie to the custody of the child. Here the mother wished her 
child to be given up to her sister, who was a respectable married igre Fg 
who was quite ready to take the child. Her husband was .* 

life very superior to that of the appellants. Why this contest be raised 
his lordship did not understand. It was the plainest possible case for giving 
the custody of the child to her blood relations, who would take care of her 
and would give her a better education than the a ants could do. LanxDiey, 
L.J., was of the same opinion. Bowen, L.J., said that the question was, nob 
whether the mother was the legal — of the child, but whether, 
between her and strangers, the court should not have regard to the natural 
relationship. As a general rule, the mother was the p person to have the 
custody of such a child. The judgment of the Divisional Court was right in 
principle and on the merita—Soxicrror, 7. Duerdin Dutton, 
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ParTNERSHIP—D1ssoLuTION—GoopWwiLL — Souicrror’s. Brstwess.—In a 
case of Arundell v. Bell, before the Court of Appeal on the 20th inat., a queés- 
tion arose as to the right to the goodwill of a solicitor’s business on a 
tion of partnership. ‘There were three partners, A., B., and C. Thea 
of partnership provided that the ership might be dissolved at goy_ 
upon six months’ previous notice to be given by any one or more 
partners to the otber or others of them, or by mutual agreement. On the 
30th of November, 1877, the three partners entered into an oad rae 
provided that the partuership should be dissolved by mutual consent a8 froc 
that day, and that after that date C. should have no ii the prof 
which should be earned after that date, and that the si of the d 
partnership should thenceforth be vested a“ for f popes, bad 
for winding up the partiership, in A. and B. alone. A. and B. ¥ 
engage C. as a clerk for six months from that date, to manage such business 
as A. should require, at a salary of £100 a month during the engagement. Tt 
was further provided that ché booke, papers, and other property be to the 
dissolved partnership, and to a former partoership, other then and 
accrued profits, book debts, and realized money assets in which C., bald, 


all liabilities affecting the same, ogee his then a — “9 

as regarded C., thenceforth vest in an property of A, 5 

for their own absolute use and benefit, who were to give all proper facilities 
to ©. at all times thereafter to inspect the same and take copies and extracts 
therefrom, as far as related to the aecrued profits, book debts, and rédlized 
money assets last aforesaid. The action was brought by the administratrix of 
C. (who bad died) against A. and B, to wiud up the partnership business, and 
to take the accounts, On taking the accounts the chief clerk found that 


















~$ 


i 






































276 ‘ 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Feb, 24, 1883, 








anm of £504 was due from the defendants to the plaiotiff. In ascertaining 
this amount the chief clerk had not taken into consideration the value (if any) 
ot the goodwill of the business, and the plaintiff claimed to have the certificate 
varied in this respect. Kay, J., held that the chief clerk was right, on the 
ground that C.’s share of the goodwill was not made over by him to A. and 
B. by the agreement for dissolution, but remained in him as before (subject to 
the advantage which they obtained by the handing over of the books and 


papers to them), and therefore he could have no claim to he paid by them for 


that which he had not parted with. This decision was affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal (JzsseL, M.R., and Baccattay and Linpiey, LJJ.). JessEt, 
M.R., seid that there was no goodwill in a solicitor’s business other than that 
which arose from the possession of the client's papers, and the use of the name 
of the firm, and neither of those could be sold. The papers could not legally 
be handed over without the consent of the clients, and a solicitor could not 
legally practise under the name of another solicitor, except so far as he might 
continue to use the name of a deceased partner.—Souicitors, Miller & 
Miller ; Beli & Steward. 





INTERPLEADER — ANTE-NUPTIAL AGREEMENT TO PURCHASE AND SETTLE 
Furniture on Wire— Power TO RENEW OB SUBSTITUTE— FAILURE TO 
PURCHASE — SUBSTITUTION OF FURNITURE PURCHASED AFTER MarRIlaGE— 
Brits or Sate Act, 1878, s. 4.—Ina case of Courcier v. Bardili, before 
the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 20th inst., a point of some importance 
arose as to whether a post-nuptial settlement in pursuance of an ante-nuptial 
agreement was a “ marrisge settlement” within section 4 of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878 ; also incidentally whether the indorsement of a memorandum of a 
schedule of furniture subsequently purchased on the deed of settlement was 
an “inventory” withia section 4 of the same Act, and therefore that registra- 
tion was necessary to its validity, It appeared that the settlor contracted to 
purchase certain furniture at 126, Holland-road, Kensington, and a few days 
before his marriage settled such furniture on his intended wife upon certain 
trusts for her benefit, and in the settlement was inserted a power to the trus- 
tees to renew or to substitute other furnitore for that mentioned in the deed. 
The settlement was duly executed prior to the marriage, but without a schedule 
of the furniture contracted to be purchased, because such furniture had not 
been paid for. After the marriage the present defendant (the execution 
creditor) refused to carry out the contract, as the settlor was not in a position 
to pay for the furniture, end brought an action against the settlor to recover 
damages for not completing the purchase. Subsequently the settlor purchased 
other furniture for the purpose of substituting it tor that which he had con- 
tracted to purchase of the defendant. A schedule of this furniture was drawn up 
aod was approved and signed by the wife's trustees, and a memorandum of the 
substitution indorsed on the deed of settlement. The present defendant having 
obtained judgment in his action for damages, levied an execution on the furni- 
turein question. The trustees of the wife having claimed the furniture seized, 


the trial of an interpleader issue between them and the execution creditor | J 


was directed. The action was tried at the summer aseizes at 
Maidstone, and judgment given for the trustees of the wile, 
on the ground that the goods passed under the settlement, and, therefore, 
came within the exception of settlements in the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, 
The Divisional Court (Denman and Manisty, JJ.) concurred in that view. 
The defendant appealed. The Court of Appeal (Brett, Corron, and Bowen, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Brett, L.J., said: The execution creditor has 
seized goods in the possession of the settlor, The present claim is by the 
trustee of the marriage settlement. The claimant must show (1) that the 
goods are his, or (2) that the execution creditor had no right to seize and sell 
them. If there was a trust in equity, the execution debtor was entitled to 
set itop. Here there was a settlement before marriage on the wife. The 
settlor contracted to purchase and settle goods on his wife with a power to 
substitute or renew. The settlor did not falfil the contract, but after 
maarriage he and the trustees agreed that other goods bought after marriage 
should be substituted. They actually carried this out, and made a memo- 
randum on the deed that they were so substituted. That was merely execut- 
ing the power given by the settlement, and clearly within the exception ia the 
Bills of Sale Act. The execution creditor had no right to seize and sell. 
CorTox end Bowes, L.JJ., concurred, the latter observing that in inter- 
pleader suits, courts of law would view the question from an equitable, as 
well as s legal, standpoint. The substitation of the goods might have been 
effected by mere consent; there was no necessity for any deed to give an 
equitable right. There was no doubt that a post-ouptial settlement in 
pursuance of an ante-nuptial agreement was a ‘‘ marriage settlement.” — 
Soricrrors, George Twynam ; Peace & Co. 





Veerzr—Iurzorer Expenpitvne or Rates—IssoncTion—VesTRYMEN 
MADE Panties Yor Porrose or Costs.—On the 9th inst., the Court of Appeal 
(Sussex, M.E., aod Lispiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) effirmed the decision of Fry, 
J., in the case of The Attorney-General v. The Vestry of Bermondsey (20 W. B. 
872, 26 Soricttons’ JournsaL, 581). The action was brought by the Attorney- 
General, at the relation of » ratepsyer of the parish of Bermondsey, for the 
parpose of restraining the proposed application of a portion of the rates in 
paying the expenses of » dinner and « ball, which had been given upon the 
isanguration of » new vestry-hall. In addition to the vestry, who were 
sued in their corporate capacity, six members of the vestry were added as 
defendants, for the purpose of obtaining payment of the costes from them, 
It was alleged in the statement of claim that of the six defendants who 
were present at the meeting two had moved and seconded the resolutions 
the application of the rates in the maoner complained of, and 
that the others had taken an sctive part in the proceedings. Upon an 
interlocutory motion for an injanction, the vestry submitted to a perpetaal 
injanction. The other defendants delivered no statement of defence, and 


———e 


the action came on as against them, on motion for judgment, upon the 
question whether the individaal members of the vestry, who had taken part 
in passing resolations which were ultra vives and illegal, could be made to 
pay the costs of the action. Fry, J.. was clearly of opinion that the pro. 
posed expenditure was not legal, but as to the individual vestrymen who 
were not alleged to have intended to do anything wrong, and against whom 
there was nothing that would support an injunction, hia lordship held that 
they conld not be ordered to pay any costs. As, however, they had taken 
part in the proceedings, and so far were authors of the mischief, the plaintiff 
could not be ordered to pay their coste. The action was, posed Bie 
missed as against them, but without costs. The Court of Appeal 

the decision, JEsseL, M.R., said that a vestry had no right to give balls and 
dinners ont of the rates, and they had been properly restrained from go 
doing by injunction, It might be assumed for the purpose of the decision 
that the defendant vestrymen had voted for the illegal resolutions. 
Taking it most favourably to the appellant, that it was established that the 
defendant vestrymen formed part of the majority which voted for and 
carried the resolution for this illegal application of the parish fands, were 
they proper parties to the action when the money had not been 
misapplied ? If it had been misapplied, then, of course, they would have 
been liable, and they would be bound, whether in their 

or not, to repay the money so misapplied. Bat when that had not been 
done—and they were being sued by the Attorney-General in order to prevent 
it from being done—it appeared to bis lordship that two things must be alleged 
—first, that these persons actually threatened to do it ; and, secondly, that 
the act was threatened by persons who had it in their power to do it, 
If these defendants had had the control of the funds, independently of their 
being vestrymen, the case might have been different, but this was not go, 
Why, then, had they been made parties to the action ? For no other reason 
but to make them pay the costs of the action. The parties properly liable to 
pay the costs would be those who threatened to misapply the money—that is 
the vestry. The reason, however, why it was not asked that the vestry 
should pay the costs was that the plaintiff, as a ratepayer, would be one 
of those who would have to pay. In a recent case before this court refer. 
ence had been made to the old rule of what was called the three A.’s, under 
which an attorney, an agent, or an arbitrator might have been added ass 
party in order that he might be made liable for the costs of the suit, Ever 
since Lord Cottenham’s time, however, it had been held that this rule ought 
not to be extended, and his lordship eatertained no doubt whatever that it onght 
not to be applied to the case of rs or vestrymen. If the appellant 
was right, these defendants would be liable to indemnify the vestry from the 
consequences of these illegal acts, and if these defendants could be made to 
pay the costs of this action, they would also be liable to pay the coste of such 
an indemnity. That liability could not be investigated in this action, because the 
other members of the vestry had not been made parties, and therefore completa. 
justice could not be done. Upon the whole, therefore, he could not say that 
it would be just to make these defendants pay the costs of the action, and he 
thought the plaintiff was fortunate in not having the action dismissed a4 
against them, with costs. Linpiry, L.J., was of the same opinion. ‘ 
thought that an individual vestryman might have put in » demurrer with 
@ good pros of success, Bowen, L.J., concurred. These defendants 
ought not to have been joined as parties in this action, so far ag related to, 
anything they were doing, for the best of all reasons—that they were not. 
doing anything. It had been urged that they were active participators’in what 
was a breach of public duty, but the unlawful act was never ac 
committed, and they were only added for the purpose of making them pay. 
costs. Concurring folly with what had been said by the Master of the ' 
he was, at all events, sure that no costs ont to be given against these 
defendants.—Soricirors, Wilkinson § Drew; R. Chapman ; J. Harrison. 





Company—Repuction or Caritan—TitLe oF Pxrrit1on—ADVERTISE- 
MENTS.—In a case of In re The Socitté Francaise des Asphaltes, before Fry, 
J., on the 16th inst., a question arose as to the proper title of a 
for the confirmation of a resolution for the reduction of the capital of & 
company. Fry, J., held that the petitior onght to be entitled “In the 
Matter of the Companies Acts, 1867 and 1877,” and not ‘In the of 
the Companies Actes, 1867 to 1880.” His lordship also dispensed with the 
addition of the words “and reduced” to the name of the company, and 
with advertisements in the daily newspapers, requiring only that his order 
confirming the reduction should be inaerted once in the London Gazette, 
Soxicitors, Stibbard, Gibson, & Co. 


Marrizp Women’s Prorerry Acr, 1882 (45 & 46 Vior, co. 75), 6. 1, SUB. 
secTION 2—Riout oy Marniep Woman To Soe—Pztit10n.—In a case of 
In re Outwin’s Trusts, before Fry, J., on the 16th inst., a question arose #4 
to the right of a married woman to petition the court without joining ber 
husband. Section 1, sub-section 2, of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, provides that, ‘‘A married woman shall be capable of eatering into 
and rendering herself liable in respect of and to the extent of her separate 
property on any contract, and of suing and being snd, either in contract 
in tort, or otherwise, in all respects as if she were a feme and 
hasband need not be joined with her as plaintiff or defendant, or be made 
party to any action or othet legal proceeding brought by or t against 
her,’ In the present case petition was presented for the otment 
new trustees of a will. Two of the petitioners were 
were entitled under the will (subject to a tenancy for life) to 
interests in remainder, with an execu gift over to their issue in 
event of yon fry in the lifetime of the tenant for life. Their b 

j a8 co-petitiovers, and the question was raised whether te 
petition ought to be amended by striking out the names of the busbands a4 


a 
258 


f 


3 
* 


EE 





FESSUEPISE TES ERS SEB ESEEREEseE es. 





o~ ee SD bed wee Oe elle ae 


SFZALIEL PE. 










wees se ee eee 8 NT Se eee 


aT OMS SB SOR - aT awe OSC OT ee 


SSSR SRS SSSSAESS 


ES 


Fas 


esc 


Beaen ys 


ReRSFSF Rae 


a 


Fetes 














Feb. 24, 1883, THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 277 
— 
petitioners. Fay, J., held that the married women were suing within the | in a business, by bis will directed the payment of his debts, and he devised and 
meaning of the above provision, and that the petition should be amended by | bequeathed the residue of his real and, personal estate to trustees, on trust for 
siriking out the names of the bh bands.—Soticirors, Harvey, Oliver, & | sale and conversion into money, and to hold the proceeds of sale on certain 
Capron. ; trusts, Some time after his death, the surviving partner and the widow of the 
testator, who was then his sole trustee and executrix, entered into an agree- 





SoucrroR—Costs—Taxation OF Bint arren PAYMENT—PrEssuRE— 
‘paoor or Overcuarce—6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, 8, 41.—In a case of In re 
Durnford, before Fry, J., on the 17th inst., a question arose as to the 
taxation of a bill of costs after payment. The client alleged pressure and 
made general allegations of overcharge, but did not allege or prove any 
specific items of overcharge. It appeared, however, from the nature of the 
matter that the lower scale of costs applied to it, whereas some of the 
gharges in the bil] had been made on the higher scale. It was urged that, 
the proper charges in euch a case being fixed by the Rules of Court, the 
charges made were ex fasie improper and excessive, and, consequently, it 
was not necessary to make any specific allegation of that fact. Fry, J., 
powever, held that the ordinary rale, as laid down in In re Thompson (8 
Beav. 287), in Ex parte Barton (4D, M. & G, 108, 113), and in Seton on 
Deoreer, 4th ed., vol. 1, p, 619—viz., that ‘‘in all cases of pressure some 

ific items of overcharge must still be alleged and proved”’—applied, and 
be dismissed the application for taxation.—Soricitors, Layton, Jaques, d: 
60.3 Easton. 





PracticE—-MotT1oN FoR JUDGMENT ON ADMISSIONS—WRIT WITHOUT 
PizapiIncs—Ruies oF Court, 1875, orp. 40, R. 11—Orp, 29, x. 10.— 
Inthe case of Wallis v, Jackson, before Chitty, J., on the 19th inst, it 

thas the plaintiff, having indorsed his writ with an ordinary claim 
for foreclosure, moved onder ord, 40, r. 11, and obtained judgment, the 
for the sake of avoiding expense, baving arranged to dispense with 
statements of claim and defence. The registrar, however, refused to draw 
wp the order, on the ground that a writ was not a pleading within the rule 
io on. Curry, J., after referring to Willmott v. Young (29 W. R. 413), 
that under ord, 29, r. 10, the plaintiff might move upon the writ 
lyif the defendant were in default of pleading ; but the plaintiff bere was 
poving on admissions under ord, 40, r. 11, and not under ord. 29, r. 10, 
and the proper course was to order the cause to go into the general list, 
when the plaintiff might, after the expiration of the proper time, move under 
the latter rule.—Soricrtors, Wright & Co. 





Taverte—INFANT—UNAUTHORIZED INVESTMENT — RETENTION—DIscRE- 
mon or Court.—In a case of Fox v, Dolby, before Fry, J., on the 10th inst,, 
aquestion arose as to the discretion of the court to allow trustees to retain 
investments not authorized by the terms of their trust. Trustees had, by a 

mistake, which arose out of the fact that they were trustees of two settlements 

which contained different powers of investment, invested trust funds in the 
purchase of railway debenture stock which was not among the investments 
mthorized by the terms of the settlement to which the funds belonged. The 
ution was brought on behalf of infants who were interested under both settle- 
ments to carry into execution the trusts of both. The error which had been 
mde in the investment was pointed out by the chief clerk in the course of 
taking the accounts io chambers, and the trustees then took out a summons 
uking that they might be at liberty to sell the debenture stock and to invest the 
proceeds in consols. It was urged, on behalf of the infant plaintiffs, that a 
considerable loss of income would be caused by this conversion ; that the 
debenture stock was a first-class security, and, indeed, one which was 
uthorized by section 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and that the court 
had a diccretton, if i¢ was shown to be for the benefit of the infants, to allow 
the trustees to retain the securities. And it was urged that, at any rate, an 
inquiry ehould be directed whether it would be for the benefit of the infants 
that the debenture stock should be retained. Fry, J., directed the stock to 
W converted. No application had been made (except at the bar) for an 
inquiry whether it would be for the benefit of the infants to retain it. He 
twald see no special circumstances beyond the mere fact that the income 
would be larger if the stock was retained. He thought it would be an 
ingonvenient practice to direct such an inquiry in every case in which it appeared 
tat a slight iucrease of income would be produced, He did not deny the 
jurisdiction of the court either to direct such securities to be retained or to 
Greot such an er But, as he could see no special circumstances, and 
“aninguiry might have been applied for when the matter was before the 
thief clerk, his lordsbip thought he ought to direct a conversion into con- 
crrors, Guscotte, Wadham, ¢ Daw; Darley & Cumberland. 


Morreacon anv Moeraacre—Repemrrion Action—Fatture to Rx- 
Mtt—DismiesaAL OF AcTION—MoRTGAGRE IN PossEssion.—In a case of 
Davies v. Davies, before Fry, J., on the 15th inst., the question arose whether 
order to dismiss a redemption action, on the ground of the mortgagor's 
@aalt, ought to made ex parte. Judgment for redemption had beea pro- 
warced, which directed that the mortgagee should be charged with au occu- 
Pilon rent, be being in possession of the property. The mortgagor failed to 
My the sum found due from him on the appointed day, and the mor 
¢x parte for an order to dismiss the action. Fay, J., held that, under 
#cirounstances, it would be better to give notice to the mortgagor, and 
awed the application to stand over for that purpose.—Soxtcrror, Fallows. 





Trust ror Sare—QOwaror or Dents—Partnersuir Propaatr— 
or Exscvron.—In a case of The West of England Bank v. Murch, before 


ment to sell all the partoership property to a company, for a consideration 
which was to be paid partly in cash and partly in shares of the company, 
An arrangement was at the same time made for the applieation of the greater 
part of this consideration in satisfying the claims of the creditors of the firm. 
The arrangement amounted, in the opinion of the court, to a compromise with 
the creditors of the firm, and also to a compromise of the claims of the partners 
inter se. Part of the cash and sbares was retained by the widow as part of the tes- 
tator’s estate. By the conveyance of the real estate to the company, which was 
executed by the surviving partner and the widow, it did not sppear that the 
property belonged tothe partnership. It was recited that the surviving 
partner and the widow were jointly seised of the p , and the widow 
purported to convey as trustee of her husband’s wil!. It did not appear in 
the deed that she was his executrix. The purchaser at a subsequent sale 
objected to the title, on the ground that a sale for a consideration i 
partly of money and partly of shares was not within the trust for sale, bat 
wasa breach of trust. Fry, J., overruled the objection. He said that, as 
executrix, the widow had power to sell freehold partnership property, and, 
under Lord Cranworth’s Act, she had power to enter into a compromise with 
the creditors and also with the surviving partner. The whole transaction, 
therefore, was one into which it was competent for her as executrix to enter. 
She was not precluded from acting as executrix because in the deed she had 
described herself merely as trustee. She was the right person to receive the 
proceeds of sale of the property, and she was able to convey the legal estate 
in it. Under such circumstances, Corser v. Cartwright (L. R. 7 H. L. 731) 
showed that the transaction was valid and the title good.—Soxicrroas, 
Ashurst, Morris, & Co, ; Clarke, Woodcock, & Ryland; Rogers & Chave. 





ABOLITION OF FoRFEITURE FoR Fetony Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 23), 
8. 28.—In the case of Jn re Felix Franz Stumm, before Chitty, J., on the 
17th inst., an ex parte application was made under the Abolition of Forfeiture 
for Felony Act, 1870, s. 28, which enables any person authorized by her 
Majesty’s Attorney-General to apply in a summary way to any court which 
(if the convict were dead) would have jurisdiction to entertain a suit for the 
administration of his real or personal estate to issue a writ of sammons calling 
upon any administrator or interim curator of the property of such convict 
appointed under the Act, &c., to account, &c,, in such manner as the court 
shall direct, and empowers the court to issue the writ and enforce obedience 
thereto. The applicant was the executor of one Stanger, supposed to have 
been murdered. After the disappearance - Stanger, one F. F. Stumm was 
eenvicted for forgery in connection with endeavours to appropriate Stanger’s 
property, and sentenced to ten years’ penal servitude. ‘The applicant stated 
that the administratrix of Stamm had obtained ion of sums of money 
appropriated by Stumm and belonging to Stanger's estate, and that she was 
about to leave this country for America. It that the applicant had 
not instituted any action against the administratrix, but relied on the semmary 
jurisdiction, Curry, J., said that the better course was for the applicant to 
issue the usaal writ of summons in an action and then to apply to the court 
for any necessary relief. The remedy might possibly be a writ of ne exeat 
regno. His lordship, on a second application, gave any antecedent leave that 
might be required under the Act.—Soticrtor, W. G, Morris. 





Cuarces on Fonp 1n Court—Prionirr—Srequesrration.—Ia a 
Slade v. Hulme, before Fry, J., on the 10th inst., a question arose 
the effect of an order which had been previously made for enforcing a writ of 
sequestration issued out of the Divorce Division. The action was 
administration of a testator’s estate, and in it an order was made on the 9th of 
July, 1880, giving liberty to the trustees of the will to continue paying to 
one of the sons of the testator, an annual sum of £130, on account of 
income of the share ot the testator’s estate bequeathed to him. The order 
expressly directed the payment to be made, notwithstanding the writ of seques- 
tration, which had been issued on the 17th of January, 1880. Under the will 
W. was entitled to about £7,000, but the estate had not yet been distributed. 
The sequestration was issued to enforce the payment by W. of a sum of 
damages and costs. It commanded the sequestrators to collect the rents 
profits of his real estate, and also all his goods, chattels, and personal 
and to keep the same under sequestration until he should pay the 
and costs. On the 27th of June, 1881, on a summons by the 
Fry, J., made an order nisi that, notwithstanding the order of 
July, 1880, the trustees should pay the annual sum of £130 to the 
trators, in part payment of the amounts due uader the writ, and the 
share of W. in the testator’s estate should be charged with the payment of the 
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damages and costs, On a subsequent application, this order was, 
of August,-1881, made absolate as to the income, but was discharged 
as it declared a charge on the corpus of W.’s share. But it was ordered 
that the trustees should make no payment to W. without notice to the 
sequestrators (vide 30 W. R. 28, 4 R. 18 Ch. D, 653, 

JouRNAL, 778). Lt was also expresely provided that the order 
to the claims of a prior incambrancer on W."s share, of 

trasteee had had notice, and of any other incambrancers 
to priority. At the time when thie order was made, 
two other mortgages upon his share, subsequent in 

referred to in the order, buat the mortgagees 

notice to the trustees of the will, On the 
and third mortgageoes claimed to be paid out of the crpw of W.'s 





ne on the 5th inst., a question arose as to the validity of the exercise’of a 
" of ale of real gstate contained in a will, A testator, who was a partner 


which was in court, aod it wag urged on their charge 
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corpus bed been declared in favour of the sequestrators. Fry, J., however, 
declined to accede to the application. He said that it was entirely incon- 
sistent with that order, for it sought to withdraw part of the fand which 
was subject to it. Whether the order had or not given a charge on the 
fond was immaterial ; it had done that which wes aualogous to creating a 
charge. It was admitted that if W. had, on the day on which the order was 
made, created another charge on the fand, and notice had at once been given 
to the trustees, that charge would have obtained priority over the applicants’. 
His lordship thought that the order had a similar effect. It directed the 
application of part of the income in a particular way. By giving notice to 
the trustees, the applicants might have prevented the making of the order. 
The applicants were not prior incumbrancers entitled to priority within the 
meaning of the order, and were entitled to neither corpus nor income.— 
Soxicrrors, Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. ; Routh, Stacey, & Castile, 





Practice—Costs—Ciamm AND CoUNTER-CLAIM BOTH SUCCESSFUL—APPOR- 
TIONMENT.—In a case of Re Brown, Ward v. Morse, before Chitty, J., on the 
20th inst., a motion was made by the defendant to review a certificate of the 
taxing master. It ap that the plaintiff had claimed for debt, and the 
defendant had pleaded set-off and counter-claim for damages. The substantial 
result of the litigation was that the plaintiff succeeded in his action, and the 
defendant succeeded in his counter-claim, but the damages obtained by the 
defendant far exceeded the debt recovered by the plaintiff. The costs, having 
been referred to the texing master under an order taken out for taxation of 
the plaintiff's costs of the action and of the defendant's costs of his counter- 
claim in the action, were not apportioned, but dealt with separately, the costs 
of the action being treated as one sum due to the plaintiff, and those of the 
counter-claim as another sum due to the defendant. It was objected by the 
defendant that all costs common to the action and counter-claim, such as 
term fees, attendances, and the like, should be apportioned, and that he should 
also have included in the costs of his counter-claim the costs of obtaining 
leave in the action to counter-claim. Cuitry, J., said that the question was 
whether the taxing master was right in his view of the order made with refer- 
ence te the costs. It had been deeided by Fry, J., in Saner v. Bilton (27 
W. R. 472, L. R.11 Ch. D. 417), approved on appeal in Mason v. Brentini 
(29 W. 126, L. R. 15 Ch: D, 287), that where both the action and the counter- 
claim had been dismissed with costs, the general costs of the proceedings were 
not to be apportioned, but that the defendant, who bore the costs of the 
counter-claim, had only to pay that sum by which the costs of the proceedings 
had been increased by the counter-claim. It seemed to bis lordship that the 
principle of that decision must apply where both the parties were right. 
Before the Jadicature Acts a cress-action would have had to be brought 
instead of a claim by counter-claim. The effect of the amended procedure 
was, in this respect, to reduce the costs of the whole litigation. Ose writ 
alone was now necessary. The costs of a counter-claim were less than those 
of the cross-action, therefore no injustice was done to the defendant, who was 
only paid less costs because, by reason of the advantages of the amended pro- 
cedure, less costs had been incurred by him. The plaintiff's costs were only pro- 
portionately large because of the saving in costs effected in favour of the 
defendant. The objection taken by the defendant, therefore, failed, and his 
application must be dismissed with costs—Soticitors, Cowdell, Grundy, & 
Browne, for Carter Newnham ; C. J. Mander. 





Pracrice—Svgstirotep Service—Susp@xa TO NAME Soticitor.—In 
the case of Hamilton v. Thomas, before Chitty, J., om the 20th inst., 
application was made by the plaintiff for leave to make substituted service of 
a subpena to name a solicitor, together with a notice to the effect that, in 
default of obedience to the subpena, motion would be made without further 
notice for judgment pursuant to an accompanying notice of motion. The 
defendant was a sole trustee, and the action was bronght to compel the 
restoration of trust funds. The writ had been served by leaving a copy, 
together with a copy of the order for substituted service, with the defendant’s 
wie, and also by sending another copy through the post in a prepaid letter. 

a solicitor. Before the hearing the solicitor 
was struck off the rolls, but his name remained on the record as the defend- 
ant’s solicitor. The plaintiff was unable to serve the defendant personally. 
Curry, J., after being referred to Dean v. Lethbridge (26 Beav. 397), and 
Gibson ¥. Ingo (2 Ph. 402), directed the service to be made in the same manner 
as the writ of sammons.—Soicitor For riaintiry, J, J, Stuart Edwards. 





Serriep Lasp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 88),s. 2, suB-sectioxs 1, 8; 
88, 3, 22, 38, 45—Tzwant vor Lire—Power oy SaLE—Turustees.—In a 
case of Wheelwright +. Walker, before Pearson, J., on the 15th and 17th 
inste., an important point arising under the Settled Land Act, 1882, was 
decided, Certain in Halifax bad been left by will to trustees in 
tenst for the defendant, J. Walker, for life, and after his death upon trast 
for sale, and to divide the proceeds equally between the children of J, 
Walker. The defendant Walker, who was of advanced age, bed only bad 
one child, who, by an agreement made in July, 1880, had to sell her 
remainder in the property (subject to the defendant's life interest) to the 
plaintiff, and bad covenanted to execute @ proper conveyance on the death of 
the tenant for life. The tenant for life had recently advertised the property 
for sale under the Settled Land Act, 1882, and an injonction was now asked 
agsinet him and the trustees of the will to prevent them selling or attempt- 

the in question, or executing avy assurance thereof, or 
os muniments of title relating thereto, It was ar that 
this could pot have been intended to affect the title of a bond 
Jide purchaser for value of a reversion belore the date of the Act, and that 


roperly given and the purchase-money paid. It was not 
elite intended to sell otherwise than for an adequate i 
J., said that a settlement was defined in the Act as including i 
made before or after the Act, or oo and partly after, by which 
in land were limited for any persons by way of succession, and that he 
not doubt that this pro vy was ‘‘settled land” under the Act, and ¢ 
therefore the tenant for life would have & power of sale overit. He h 
ever, that there were no trustees under the Act, for the power of sale 
to in section 2, sub-section 8, must be a present, not a future, power of sale, 
and that therefore theré was no one to whom the tenant for life could give the 
notice required by section 45, The tenant for life was therefore 
precipitately, and an injunction would be granted restraining him from 
attempting to sell until trustees should have been appointed under section 88 
of the Act.—Soxicirors, Bolton, Robbins, & Busk, for Symonds, Ripponden; 
Chambers & Chambers, 


vile | 
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SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Court or Aprzat (No. 1). 
(Before Lords Justices Brurr, Cotron, and Bows1,) 
Feb. 21.—May v. Sherwin,* 


Solicitor and client—Retainer—Authority of general agent to retain 
solicitor to institute action. 
In this case the dction was brought by the plaintiff, a solicitor, on his bill 
of costs, and the question arose as tothe authority of an agent of the client to 
authorize the plaintiff to commence an action. The plaintiff, Mr. Bowen May, 
had been introduced by the late Mr. Edwin James to the defendant, and had 
acted as solicitor for him in several matters, being instracted sometimes by 
Mr. E. James and sometimes by the defendant. For these services the plain. 
tiff had been paid by the defendant. Subsequently, the defendant determined 
to go to America, and, prior to his departure, he had an interview with 
plaintiff and told him that Mr. E. James would see to anything the 
might want, and was to act for the defendant in everything, At the time 
defendant left for America he was not concerned in any litigation, but, 
wards, Mr. E, James instructed the plaintiff to commence an 
Sherwin vy. Martin, which resulted in judgment, by consent, for the then 
defendant. It was admitted that the plaintiff had no written retainer either 
from Mr. E, James or from the defendant for the purposes of the 
For his costs in the action of Sherwin v. Martin Mr. May obtained a verdict 


verdict, which had been 
token f the defendant, argaed that the general authority 

, on ty) endast, au ven 
to Mr. E. James was not sufficient to authorize him to instruct the a nt 
to commence an action, there having been no litigation pending at the time 
such authority was given. He also contended that on the authority of Allen 
v. Bone (4 Beav. 493) and Re James Gray, a Solicitor (20 L. T. N. 
a solicitor in such ciroumstances must produce a written retainer, 

Their lordships refused the rule. 

Brett, L.J,, said: The only question is whether there was evidence of 
authority on the part of Mr, E. James to pledge the credit of the defendant 
for the work done by the plaintiff as r, and that is precisely the same 
question as in the case of the employment of any other person in b 
There was evidence that, on former occasions, when Mr. E, James, 
instructed the plaintiff, the defendant had acquiesced in his action. 
would not be sufficient in itself ; but, from the conversation at the interview 
between the plaintiff and the defendant, the jury could reasonably come to the 
conclusion that the plaintiff mightconsiderthe defendant had, in effect, said t 
“If Mr. Jemes iostructs you to bring an action in my name and on my behal! 
I will indemnify you.” If there is authority there is indemnity, Iam there 
fore of opinion the rale must be refused, 

Corton and Bowen, L,JJ., concarred. 

Solicitor, Z. F. B. Harston, 








SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors of this association was held st 
the Law Institution, Chancery-lave, London, on Wednesday, February 14 
the following being present: Mr, H, T, Sankey, in the chair, M Aat 
(Norwiob), Brook, Gregory, M.P., Harris (Leicester), Hedger, Kays, 
(Godalming), Paterson, Pennington, Rickman, Roscoe, Smith Biya0, 
Chelmsford), Walters, and Woolbert (Mr. Eiffe, ogden UF som of £27 
was distributed in ts of assistance, twelve new members admitted to the 
association, and general business transacted. * 











The Lord Chancellor received, on Tuesday morning, at bis private room in 
the House of Lords, a deputation from the Council of the Iacorporat law 
Society, consisting of Sir Thomas Paine (president), Mr. Janson, Mr. Keen, 
Mr. Pennington, and Mr, Wake, on the subject of the Notaries’ h 
Lord Chancellor received the deputation with much courtesy and listened wit 
attention to the views they laid before him, 


——" 








there were in this case no trustees under the Act to whom notice could be 


® Beported by 0. A, Funan, Boq., Barrintor-at-Law. 
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LEGAL BUSINESS IN LANCASHIRE. 


Os the 15th inst. the Lord Chancellor received the deputation appointed by 
garious public bodies in Lancashire to represent the necessity for continaous 

igs of the High Court of Justice in the county. Amongst those present 
pe Bir R. Cross, M.P., who ititroduced the deputation, several members 
of Parliament, and representatives of the Manchester and Liverpool Chamwhers 
of Commerce and law societies, The Lord Chancellor was accompanied by 
the Lord Chief Justice and Sir Henry James. After the deputation had 
heett introduced and several memorials read from the chambers. of commerce 
and the law societies of Manchester and Liverpool, expressing a hope that 
the Lord Chancellor would see fit to advise ber Majesty’s Government to intro- 
duce a Bill to provide for continuous sittings of the High Court of Justice 
in certain populous districts, 

Mr. GeoroE Lorn, president of the Mancbester Chamber of Commerce, 
said there was a deep-seated feeling in Lancashire that litigants had not 
proper facilities for the trial of causes which must arise in the course of business, 
That feeling found expression very recently at the general meetings of the 
Manchester Chamber of Commerce, a body which he need not remind his lord. 
ship represented the commercial community of Manchester and of the out- 

districts, and as soon as the newspapers made it known that a 
tation was to wait upon his lordship memorials came in spontaneously 
from several bodies. The first was from the Manchester Guardian Society 
for the Protection of Trade, a bod which numbered 3,000 
members, composed of manufacturers, merchants, and traders, and which 
was represented by the president, Mr. Samuel Ogden, who had in- 
the memorial to him. Nor wus it surprising that the feeling to 

which he had alluded was so general and so very strong. At almost every 
aize important cases, involving large issues, were crowded oat of court, 
referred to London, or sent to arbitration—a process that was often very 
costly, and riot ofteu very satisfactory. At the assize just concluded at Man- 
chester seventy-seven eases were set down for hearing, and only forty-three 
were disposed of, thirteen being postponed for want of time, and several 
sthers sent to Liverpool. During 1882 there were set down for heariog in 
the Northern Circuit $72 cases; and in point of fact only 198 were tried, the 
others being withdrawn. These were withdrawn no doubt from many causes, 
bat there were many withdrawn in consequence of the crowded nature of the 
business of the court. The fact of their having ventured to call upon his 
lordship at that moment, and of their having assembled in such numbers—and 
their difficulty had been to keep the number down—must be evidence to his 
lordship of the feeling they wished to represent ; an4 they had the greatest 
enfidence that his lordship would take steps -. assist her Majesty’s 
Government to carry out the remedial measures which the deputation sog 


Mr, E, Harvey spoke on behalf of the Liverpoo: Law Society. He gave 
several instances of the wasting of estates in the costs of bringing witnesses 
to London and in waiting for a cause to come ov, In one case the parties had 
tome three times to London, and as the witnesses were eminent medical and 
tther professional men, who were paid five guineas a day for their attendance, 
and expenses besides, the cost was serious, He gave estimates as to the 
amount of legal business in Liverpool, and declared that there was sufficient 
to occupy one judge the whole legal year in Liverpool. 

Mr. Joun Cooper, of the Manchester Law Society, said the chancery and 
coiimon law entries on the Northern Circuit would number about 813 cases, 

» on the London average of entering actions, would occupy 220 days, 
Added to this number of days the thirty days on whioh judges sit in criminal 
cases, they would have work for a judge on 250 days, which was considerably 
- the time that the judges now sat. 

CoxeripcE mentioned that the last time he was in Manchester he had 
three days to spare, and afterwards had time to go to the Isle of Man. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR (who was very imperfectly heard) said : We cannot 
tipress any opinions, of course, on this important subject. Have any means 
teen taken to ascertain the views of the majority of the local bar with regard 
wit? He then made some inquiry with reference to the effect of the pro- 
posed change upon the attendance at the local bar, and a conversation on the 
sabject arose between his lordship, Mr. Harvey, and the Mayor of Manchester, 
inthe course of which Mr, Harvey admitted that the change would probably 
have the effect of placing the greater part of the business in the hands of the 
local bar, but he contended that the question affected the public and not the 
professional interest to the more important extent. 

The Lonp Cuancetor : I am sorry the Chancellor of the Exchequer is 
Mthere. It seems to me that if the change you require were carried out there 
Would be five places requiring similar attention. These would be Newcastle, 
Hall, Birmio » Bristol, and Leeds, and [ dare say there would be more 
it places succeeded in their requirements. It is highly probable that the 

of the country would say that they were loft out in the cold if they did 
tet get their share of the benefits of the same priaciple. But supposing you 
have six places, and the of each is £4,000, that would be something 
fthe Chancellor of the wer to consider, You think the expenses 
Would be covered by the fees, but that statement is parely speculative. Then 
tow are the cirenit system and the work of the High Court of Justice in London 
whe maintained ? Has that occurred to you ? 

» Harvey : The matter has been carefully considered. 
Lorp Onancettor: The Government cannot shut its eyes to the 
Meessary consequences of the adoption of a system in one district. It would 
impotsible tor the Government to look at this as only a Lancashire 


Harvey remarked that he had in his possession letters from the 
le ae on Nas the Leeds Law Society expressing approval of 
tinoiple of t . 

Corzntpas; The additional inoonvenience that would be imposed 
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apon the jadges have had at least very fall weight in the 
it ig dificult to get first-class barristers to fill the office of judge, 
that his duties have very much increased of late, and the desirability 


office has been very much diminished. Has it occurred to you as 
unlikely thing that if you propose to judges to sit the greater part o 
time out of London and to live in provincial towns, you would 

get first-rate men? I am not speaking of the existing judges; bat 
speaking of how you are to keep up the standard, 

Mr. Harvey: World it not be much pleasanter for a jadge to sts 
weeks in Liverpool and another six weeks in Manchester? I should 
thought it would have been pleasanter than going to places where there is 
no business to transact. 

Lord Cotermwwce: As far as I am concerned I would not, I thiok we 
onght to look at it, not as a professional, still less as a jadicial, ——— bat 
from the broad point of view of public interest. And the public interest 
— certainly not be served if the standard of the judicial body should be 
owered, 

Mr. Harver: I think when your lordship comes to consider you will 
find the result will not be inconvenience, bat rather the other way. 

The Lorp CHancettor: This plan would take up six judges per- 
manently. I do not see very well how you would m six centres, but 
there would be cértainly great pressuré for six. Would it not be really 
necessary to recast the present agsize system ? 

Mr, Harver : I do not think it would be the destruction of the present 
assize system. 

The Lorp Cxancetior: Bat the assize system and the other could not 
go on together, 

The Mayor of MancuesTEr pointed out that the country wonld be able to 
gather from experimental legislation the reference to a particular locality 
what was best for the community at large. 

The Lorp CHancettor : There can be no doubt that it will be our daty 
to-pay carefal attention to what we have heard, With regard to the two 
instances mentioned by Mr. Harvey about the chancery and admiralty 
cases I would like toknow whether another remedy is not possible? You 
have got an efficient Court of Admiralty and an efficient chancery jorisdic- 
tion. 

Mr. Harver : The Court of Chancery has only a limited jurisdiction. 

The Lorp Cuancettor : The remedy I suggest is that, the eases should be 
remitted to the County Palatine Judge. Would it not be possible to utiliza 
your existing admiralty jarisdictioa more fally in the same way ? 

Mr. Harvey: There is no doubt that if chancery cases were remitted to 
Mr, Vice-Chancellor Bristowe that would very much mitigate the evil, bat we 
do not think that is a reform in the right direction. 

Lord CotermpcE: If I were to give an opinion myself I should say there 
never ought to be a remanet under any possible circumstances. I never made 
one myself, and I hope I never shall; therefore do not suppose I am commit- 
ting myself to any hostile opinion. I have only asked you whether you have 
considered these various matters in regard to the particular mode in which 
you propose to remedy the evil. 

The deputation then thanked his lordship and retired. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY | 
Honours EXAMINATION. 


January, 1883. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admigsion on the roll of 
solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recommended 
the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinction :-— 


First Crass. 
[In order of merit.] 
William Self Weeks, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robey Frank Eldridge 
Newport, Isle of Wight ; and Messra, Muons & Longden, of London. 
Thomas Crossley Eastwood, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Lamb Hockin, of the firm of Messrs. Simpson & Hockin, of Min- 


chester. 
Ssconp Crass. 
[In alphabetical order. 

Charles Edward Bloomer, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Jones, 
of London. 

Frederick William Coope, who served his clerkship with Mesare. Greea- 
balgh & Cannon, of Bolton. 

Richard Watson Evans, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Barker, of the firm of Messrs. Haigh, Barker, & Barker, of De ‘i 

Barten Fletcher, who served his clerkship with Messrs. W. & A. Asoroft, 
of Preston. 

Joha Alfred Henderson Green, who served his clerkship with Mr, Benjamia 
Dowson, of es eiy sore 

George Brighton Harland, LL.B., who served his cl ip with Mr. Jobn 
Oelisthar Pembertea, wha aoreed bo clackatlp with Br. Obaries Harding, @f 

Arthar Pem who ser bh rt. 
Birmingham ; and. Mr, John Arthur Talbot, of Londoa, 


Tuten Crass. 
[In alphabetical order, 
John Daniel Arthur, who served his with Mr. Oven Sidney 


Goody, of London, 
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William Henry Barber, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Edward Doyle 
& Sons, of London. 

Henry Sutton Ludlow, who served his clerkship with Mesers, J. B, Clarke 
& Co., of Birmingham ; and Messrs. Bolton & Co., of London. 

Rees John Thomas Rhys, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph Gibbs, 
of Newport, Monmouth ; and Mr. Edgar Fred Cross, of the firm of Messrs, 
Warriner & Crosse, of London. 

Charles Edward Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Asher 
Foyster, of the firm of Messrs, Hulme, Foyster, & Waddington, of Manchester. 

Robert Turner, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Jones, of Man- 
chester. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given class 
certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr, Weeks, the prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-ion— 
value ten guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Eastwood, the prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-Inn— 
value five guineas. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

The number of candidates who attended the examination was ssventy-four. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


Tuesday, February 6,—Mr. Fox opened the question, ‘‘ Should trial by 
jury be abolished ?” in the affirmative, and was supported in his views by 
Messrs. T. W. Wright, Richardson, Stanley, Hallett, King, and Kirk, while 
Messrs. P. T. Rhys, Wells, Bate, and O. J. Williams opposed. On the 
question being put it was negatived by a majority of seven votes. 

Tuesday, February 13.—“ Brown & Co. are manufacturers of water- 
proof striog which iy, apy various purposes and which they sell to 
the public generally. They call it ‘Royal String,’ and it is well known and 
commands a wide sale in the market. Green & Co. are manufacturers of door- 
mats, and (thinking thet Brown’s string will be better for their purposes than 
what they had previously used) they buy a quantity of Brown’s string which 
they use in their manufacture, and with which they are satisfied. Brown & 
Co. knew that Green & Co. used this string for mats, but had no knowledge of 
the process of mat-making. This having gone on for ten years, an order is 
given by Green &Co. to Brown & Co. in these terms :—‘ Send us five bundred- 
weight of your waterproof string.’ The string is sent and is used by 
Green & Co. in the manufacture of doormats. Owing to some changes 
which Brown & Co. have innocently introduced into their manufacture with a 
view to improve it, part of the five hundredweight delivered by them injures 
the other materials with which it bas been worked up, and Green & Co,’s 
matting is thereby rendered unsaleable. String prepared in the same 
is perfectly merchantable as waterproof string and would be perfectly 

any other of the to which other purchasers applied it. 
Can Green & Co. recover against Brown & Co. for the damage so sustained ?” 
formed the subject for discussion. Mr. Simmons opened 4n the affirmative, 
and Messrs. Mellor, May, and Clarke followed on the same side ; Messrs. Wood- 
honse, Hallett, King, R. J.T. Rhys, Skelton, Strickland, and W. Van Sommer 
advocated the negative. On the conclusion of the debate a vote was taken 
when the supporters of the negative had a large majority. 

No fewer than forty members attended the meeting of the society on 
Toesday, the 20th inst., to take part in the debate on the question, ‘‘ Is the 
policy of the Government, as foreshadowed in the Queen’s Speech, satisfac- 
tory ?” which Mr. Lithiby in the negative. He had as supporters 
Messrs. Fargus, Stanley, and Strickland, while Messrs. Mills, Napier, P. T. 
Rhys, and Hurst gave their support to the Government. At ten o'clock it 
was evident that it would be impossible for all to speak who bad expressed 
a wish to do so, and accordingly it was agreed to adjourn the debate until 
Tuesday next, when Mr. H. H. Richardson will continue the discussion. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting of this society was held at Clement’s-inn Hall 

cn Wednesday, February 14, Mr. H. J. Brown in thechair. The subject for 
debate was, “ That the time has come for the restoration of a monarchy in 
France,” which was opened by Mr. Kains-Jackson in the affirmative, and 
supported by Mr. Jenks. Messrs. Shirley, Parsons, Tillotson, and Harvey 
opposed the motion. The opener then replied, and the motion on being put to 
the meeting was, on a division, lost by a majority of two votes. 
On the 28th of February the nineteenth inaugural meeting of the society 
will be held at Clement’s-inn Hall, when the Right Hon. the Earl Beauchamp, 
P.C,M.A., has kindly consented to take the chair. The subject for discussion 
will be on the marriage laws. 


LEEDS LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society, held on Monday, the 19th inst., with A. W. 
Bairstow, Esq., ister-at-law, in the chair, a debate took place on the 
following subject :—“ Is Hobbs v, London and South-Western Railway Com- 
pany (L. R. 10 Q B. 111), viewed in the lizht of recent decisione, a eafe guide 
as to the lew on remoteness of damages?’’ Mr. W. Foster, supported by 
Messrs. H. P. Sugden and M. Stephenson, argued in favour of the sffirmative, 
aad Mr,.C, A, Brain, supported by Mr. W. Moss, argued on the negative side. 
The chairman adéressed the meeting for a few minutes only, but, expressing 
himself concisely and pertinently, reviewed the arguments which bad been 
brought forward on either side, and gave a very comprehensive and lucid 
a megper of the principles of law applicable to the case. On the question 

put to the oe there was a majority of one in favour of the 
negative. A hearty vote of thanks te Mr. Bairstow brought the proceedings 


bo) 





BRISTOL LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The usual fortnightly meeting of this society was held on Tnesday, the 
20th inst., when L. A. Goodeir, Esq., took the chair. There was a 
attendance. The question for discussion was, “Is it desirable that a 
system of compulsory legal university education should be established?” 
The affirmative was supported by Mr. W. C. H. Cross, seconded by Mr, G. E, 
Weare, the negative by Mr. Holmsn-Gregory, supported by Mr, PB, 
Richardson. Messrs. Strachan, Bamford, Tackett, Gore, Britton, and Wood. 
forde also spoke on the question, the affirmative of which wae carried bya 
large majority, only two gentlemen voting in favour of the negative. The 
diecussion, as well as the votes, showed a very strong feeling in those 
present atthe meeting that the present system of education of articled 
clerks ia quite inadequate to the requirements of the present day, as being 
both costly and inefficient; but opinions differed as to the best method of 
improving sach education, The chairman having pointed out the effeots of 
legal university education in Indie, and answered questions on the sabject 
generally, received a hearty vote of thanks, and the meeting termipated. 











OBITUARY. 


MR, WILLIAM CLARKE, 


Mr. William Clarke, formerly of Longton, who was, we believe, the oldes: 
solicitor in Staffordshire, died at his residence at Handsworth on the 10th 
inst., in his ninety-second year. Mr. Clarke was born in 1791. He was 
admitted a solicitor about the year 1812, and he practised at Longton until 
1867, when he retired from business, Mr. Clarke had a very large practice 
in the district, and he was universally respected. Since his withdrawal from 
the profession he had resided at Handsworth, and, notwithstanding his advanced 
age, he retained all his mental and bodily faculties unti) a few days before his 
death. His son and former partner, Mr. Edwin Clarke, who was admitted s 
solicitor in 1842, is now head of the firm of Clarke & Hawley, of Longton. 





MR. JOHN DANGERFIELD. 


Mr. John Dangerfield, solicitor (of the firm of Dangerfield & Blyth), of 26, 
Craven-street, Charing Cross, died on the 9th inst,, in his seventy-eighth year. 
Mr. Dangerfield was born in 1805. He was admitted a solicitor in 1826, and 
he had practised in London for more than half acentury. He was a perpetual 
commissioner for the county of Middlesex, and the cities of London and 


parish of St. Martin-in-the-Fields, but about a year ago he relinquished the 

appointment on account of failing health. Mr. Dangerfield was well versed 

in parochial law, and was very highly esteemed in St. Martin’s parish, Mr. 

= Barton Blyth had been for some years associated in partnership with 
im. 


MR. EDWARD NICHOLSON. 


Mr. Edward Nicholson, solicitor, of Doncaster and Thorne, died at the 
former place on the 15th inst., after an illness of several months. Mr. 
Nicholson was born in 1816, and was admitted a solicitor in 18838. He 
had practised at Doncaster for over forty years, and bad taken an active part 
in municipal aud public business, He was a town councillor for the East 
Ward from 1848 till 1849, when he was elected clerk of the peace for the 
borough, and he held that office till his death. He had also been coroner for the 
Doncaster District of Yorkshire since 1868. Mr. Nicholson had also an office 
at Thorne, and he bad been for many years registrar of the Thorne County 
Court (Circuit No. 18). He was a perpetual commissioner for the West 
Riding of Yorkshire, and he had a most extensive private practice. For 
several years he held a commission as captain in the 3rd West Riding Militia. 
Mr. Nicholson was married to the daughter of Mr. Frederick Fisher. His two 
sons, Messrs, Frederick Edward Nicholson aud John George Nicholson, are 
in practice at Doncaster. He was buried at Loversall on the 15th inst. 





MR. GEORGE DEBENHAM, 


Mr. George Debenham, solicitor, of 3, Salters’-hall-court, Cannon-street, 
died at his residence at St. Albans, on the 9th inst. Mr. Debenham was 
born in 1807. He was admitted a solicitor in 1829,'and he had practised for 
over fifty years in the City of London. He was formerly a member of the 
firm of Thompson, Field, & Debenham, in which the present Mr. Justice 
Field was for several years a partner, and more recently he was 
with his son, Mr, Alfred Herbert Debenbam, who was admitted a solicitor in 
1871, and is clerk to the St. Albans School Board. The deceased was # 
perpetual commissioner for Middlesex and Hertfordshire and for the cities of 
London and Westminster, and he had a most extensive private practice. He 
had been for mapy years solicitor to the Salters’ Gompany and to the New 
River Company. 


MR, CHARLES JOHN FURLEY. 


Mr. Charles John Farley, solicitor (of the firm of Hallett, Creery, & Farley), 
of Ashford, died on the 6th inst. Mr. Furley was born in 1848, He wes 
admitted a solicitor in 1870, and he had for several years practised at Ashford 
in partnership with Mr. Frederick Hughes Hallett, who is clerk to the Ash- 
ford Local Board, and Mr, Leslie Creery, who is registrar of the 
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sire practice in and around Ashford, and Mr. Furley himself held several 
public appointments. He was clerk to the E.st Ashford Board of Guardians, 
‘Assessment Committee, and Raral Sanitary Authority, to tue Ashford Barial 

and to tbe Mersham and Wye School Boards. He was also secretary 
aod solicitor to the Ashford Cattle Murket Company, and steward (jointly 
with his partoers) of the Manor of Ashford. Mr. Furley’s premature death 
has been universally lamented. He was buried on the 10th inst. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, Cuaries Osporne BramstTon Gezpp, solicitor, of Chelmsford, has been 

inted Clerk to the Fobbing Commission of Sewers, in succession to his 

father, the late Mr. Thomas Morgan G:pp. Mr. C. 0. B. Gepp was admitted 
a solicitor ia 1864, 

Mr. Toomas Guizves Mazane, solicitor (of the firm of Mabane and Gra- 
ham), of South Shields, has been appointed Registrar of the South Shields 
Cunoty Court (Circuit No. 2), in succession to Mr. Christopher Akenhead 
Wawn, deceased. Mr. Mabane was admitted asolicitor in 1866. He is clerk 
to the Hebburn Local Board. 


Mr. ArrHuR Newman, solicitor, of Hadleigh, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Costord Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, and Rural Sanitary 
Authority, in succession to his tather, the late Mr. Richard Newman. 


Mr, Cuarves James Grimwanz, solicitor, of Hadleigh, has been appointed 
Superintendent Kegistrar for the Cosford Union, in succession to Mr. Richard 
Newman, deceased, Mr. Grimwade was admitted a solicitor in 1866. He is 
oletk to the Hadleigh Local Board. 


Mr. Parker Woopwakp, solicitor (of the firm of Travell & Woodward), of 
Nottingham, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths iu the 
Sopreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Coartes Epwarp Harren, solicitor (of the firm of Sharland & Hatten), 
Gravesend, has been appointed Deputy Clerk of tne Peace for that borough. 
Mr. Hatten was admitted a solicitor in 1873. His partner, Mr. George 
Miward Sharland, is registrar of the Gravesend County Court, and town clerk 
tad clerk of the pesce tor the borough. 


Mr. Artuur Trevor Crow, junior, solicitor, of Sunderland and Houghton- 
le-Spring, has been appoiated Clerk to the Gateshead and South Shields High- 
way Board, in succession to Mr. William Wealands Robson, deceased. Mr. 
_ is the son of Mr. Arthur Trevor Crow. He was admitted a svlicitor in 


Mr, Henry Srussins, barrister, has been appointed a Puiene a of the 
Supreme Court of the Gold Coast Colony, in succession to Mr. Newman 
Lessingham Bailey, who has been appointed Chief Justice of the colony. Mr. 
Jastice Stabbins was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 
1867. He is a member of the Midland Circuit, and has practised locally at 
Bumingham. 

Mr. Ernest Epwarp Baker, solicitor (of the firm of Baker, Phillott, & 
James), of Weston-super-Mare, has been appointed a Commissioner to adminis- 
Osths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr, Joun Crzzry, solicitor, of Ashford, has been elected Clerk to the Wye 
School Board, in succession to Mr. Charles John Farley, deceased. 


Mr. Atpext Biruincuam Mutter, barrister, of Calcutte, bas been 
appointed to act as Registrar of the Diocese of Calontta. Mr. Miller is the 
son of the late Serjeant Robert Miller, many years a judge of county courte. 
He was educated at St, Paul’s School and at Pembroke College, Cambridge, 
and he was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1866. 
Ho formerly practised on the Norfolk Circuit, and he has been for several 
= Cfficial assignee of insolvent debtors’ estates in the High Court at 


Mr, Henry Tuomas Hype, barrister, of Calcutta, has been appointed 
tary to the Board of Examiners for Pleaderships and Mooktearshirs for 

the High Court at Calcutta, Mr. Hyde ie a graduate of Trinity College, 
ve He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November, 


Mr. Tuomas Faner, solicitor, of Stockton, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Commissioners of Income Tax at that place, in succession to his futher, 
the late Mr. Henry Gray Faber. 


Mr. Wituiam Ruoves Fawcett, solicitor, of Stockton and Yarm, has 
appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the Borough of Stockton, in 
succession to'the late Mr. Henry Gray Faber. 


Mr, Faeperick Wittiam Cievertoy, solicitor, of Plymouth end Saltash, 
has been appointed Clerk t> the Saltash School Bourd, on the resignation of 
his father, Mr. Frederick William Pouge: Cleverton, who is also town clerk 
and clerk of the peace for the borough of Saltasb. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIP, &c. 
Joux Contivawoop Bisnor Cotrzrer aod Artuve VALENTINE GREEN 
(Culpeper & Green), 3, Brabant-court, Philpot-lane, London, solicitore. 
snuary 26. The business will in future be carried on by the said John Col- 
lingwood Bishop Culpeper and Arthur Valentine Green separately. 
[ Gazette, February 20. ] 


Mr. E. D, Mztuor, the sarvivin 
5 g member of the firm of Messrs. Milne, 
Riddle, & Mellor, of No. 2, Harcourt-buildings, Temple, having been appointed 





one of the chief clerks to the Vice-Chancellor Bacon, in the place of Mr. 
Edward Bloxam (who has resigned), the business of the above-mentioned firm 
will be amalgamated with the business of Messrs. Bolton, Robbins, Busk, & 
Co., and will in future be carried on at No. 45, Lincoln’s-ian-fields. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


INLAND REVENUE STAMP DUTIES. 


The following notice has been issued from the Post Office :—‘* The duties, 
which have hitherto been denoted by adhesive Inland Revenue stamps of the 
value of 2d., 3d., 6d., 9d., 1s,, and 22. 6d., or by combinations of those 
stamps, are for the future to be denoted by postage stamps; one or more 
stamps, as may be necessary, to be used to make up the requisite amount; 
care being taken, however, in every case, to cancel the stamps by writing the 
signature (or initials) and the date across the stamps. Until a 
stamp of the value of 23. 6d. shall have been provided, that amount of duty 
may be denoted either by the present Inland Revenue stamp at 2a, 6d. or by 
the necessary number of postage stamps at lower rates; and, al Ro 
more of the superseded adhesive Inland Revenue stamps will be supplied ed 

of 


postmasters for sale to the public, yet any such stamps which may already 
in the possession of the public may continue to be used for the Pe yn 
Inland Revenue duties, and they may be used also in payment o' 

The documents for which postage stamps may in future be used are :—Agree- 
ments liable to a duty of 6d. ; Bills of Exchange for payment of money on 
demand liable to the duty of 1d. ; certified copies oe or extracts from, 
Registers of Births, &c. (duty 1d.) ; Charter Parties (daty 6d.) ; Contract Notes 
(duty 1d.) ; Delivery Orders (duty 1d.) ; Lease, or Tack, or Agreement, for the 
Letting, for any definite term less than a year,/of a Dwelling-house, or part of 
a,Dwelling-house, at a rent not exceeding the rate of £10 a year (duty 1d.), of 
a Furnished Dwelling-bouse, or Apartments, for any definite term less than 
a year (duties 6d., Is. 1s, 6d., 2s., and 28, 6d.) ; Letters of Renunciation 
(daty 1d.); Notarial Acts (duty 1d.) ; Policies of Insurance (not Life or 
Marine—dauty 1d.) ; Protests of Bills of Exchange or of Promissory Notes 
(duties 1d., 2d., 3d,, 6d., 9d., and 1s.) ; Proxies liable to the duty of one 
penny ; Receipts-(duty 1d.) ; Transfers of Shares in Cost Book Mines (duty 64); 
Voting Papers (duty 1d.); Warrants for Goods (duty 3d.). N.B.—Postage 
stamps cannot be used for Inland Bills payable otherwise than on demand, 
for Promissory Notes, for Foreign Bills, for Law or other fees, nor for any 
documents other than those above enumerated.” 


i 





THE LUNACY ORDERS, 1883. 
(Continued from page 261). 
The SCHEDULE referred to in the foregoing Orders. 
I; 
Norice to ALLEGED Lunatic OF PsTITION UNDER THE Lunacy 
ReeotaTion Act, 1853, 


“ Mr. A.B. 
“Take notice that a Petition, of which a copy is within written, was on the 
day of presented to the Lord Chancellor by me (or by 
C.D., of ),* and that by virtue of and under the same an inquiry 


may be ordered to take place before one of the Masters in Lunacy as to 
whether you are or are not of unsound mind and incapable of ing 
yourself and your affairs, but that you may, in case you think fit, demand that 
such inquiry may if ordered be had before a jury, in which case a notice of 
soch your desire must be signed by you and attested by your solicitor, and 
filed with the Masters in Lonacy, at their office, the Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, within seven days a'ter your receipt of this present notice. 

** Dated this aay of ‘ 


(Si C.D. 
(or X. ¥. of 
Solicitor for the Petitioner C.D. )" 





* When a demand for a jury has been filed before Petition, from this to the end 
is to be omitted, 
II. 


Notice To ALLEGED Lunatic OF REPORT OF COMMISSIONERS UNDER THE 
Lunacy Recunation Act, 1853, 
“Mr. A.B, 
*¢ Take notice that the Commissioners in Lunacy did, on the day of 
make a Report to the Lord Chanceller stating that you are 
detained or taken charge of as a person of unsound miod (er, that you 
alleged to be a person of unsound mind), and that they are of opinion that 
your property is not duly protected (or that the income of your property is not 
duly applied for your benefit): And take notice that euch Report having been 
duly filed, an inquiry ~~ See bs ordered by the Lord Chancellor to take 
place before one of the Masters in Lunacy as to whether or not you are of 
unsound mind and incapable of managing yourself and your affairs, ba 
in case you think fit to demand that such inquiry if ordered to be 
may take place before a jury, a notice thereof mast be signed by you and 
attested by your solicitor, and filed with the Masters at their office, the Royal 
Courts of Justice, London, withia seven days after your receipt of this present 


notice, on eve 
(Signed) 


“ X.2, : 
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Til. 


Notice By aLLEcEp Lunatic DEMANDING A JURY UNDER THE Lunacy 
Recuiation Act, 1853. 
In the matter of A.B., an alleged lunatic. 

“TT, the above-named A.B., having been on the day of 
served with a notice of the presentation of a Petition for an Inquiry (or of the 
filing of a Report whereon an inquiry may be ordered), whether or not I am of 
unsound mind and incapable of managing myself and my affairs, do hereby 
demand that, in the event of such an inquiry as aforesaid being ordered, the 


same be had before a jury. é 
** Dated this day of 
(Signed) AB” 
‘* Witness, 
“H.N., of 
“ Solicitor for the above-named 4.B.” 


IV. 


Summons BEFORE THE MASTERS. 
In Lunacy. 
In the matter of A.B., a person of unsound mind, 
Let all parties concerned attend the Master in Chambers at the Royal 
Courts of Justice, London, on day the day of at 
o’clock in the noon on the hearing of an application on the part 
of [here state on whose behalf the application is made and its object.) 


Dated this day of 188 
This summons was taken out by 
of » Solicitor for 
To 
¥. 


CertiFicaTe oF Master. 
In Lunacy. 
In the matter of 4.2., a person of unsound mind. 

Upon the application of C.B., I hereby certify that the result of inquiries 
made by me pursaant to the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1853, and the Lunacy 
Orders, 1883, is as follows ; 

1. ed Inquisition taken by at 
18 , the said A.B. was found of unsound mind. 

2. The said A,B. is affected with paralysis of the brain. He is unable to 
understand what is said to him or te express himself intelligently. 

3. The said 4.B. is 50 years of age. Up to the 18 
carried on business as a at ° 

4. The persons who would be entitled to the personal estate of the said A.B. 
if he were now dead intestate are as follows [insert their names, and show their 
relationship to the lunatic, ] 

4. The said C.B. would be entitled as heir-at-law to the real estate of the 
said 4.B. ifhe were now dead intestate. 

5. The said are the persons who are to attend by one solicitor 
in this matter generally. 

6. The said C.B. is the proper person to be appointed Committee of the 
person and estate of the said A.B. The said A.B, before the commencement 
of his lunacy resided with the said C.B. at and has continued to 
reside with him down to the present time. The appointment of the said C.B. 
as Committee of the person and estate of the said A.B. is approved by his 
next of kin. 

7. I have set forth in the first part of the Schedule hereto the particulars of 
the personal property of the said 4.2., and in the second part of the said 
Schedule the particulars of his resl estate. (Mention any property in respect 
of which special directions are wanted.) 

8. The annual income of the said 4.B.is £ 
net annual income is £ or thereabonts, 

9. The said A.B. has since the commencement of his lunacy resided with 
and been maintained by the said C.B, The sum of £ is now due to the 
said C.B. for the maintenance of the said.4.2, That sum ought to be paid to 
bim out of the income of the said A, 2, 

10. The sum of anbum is 4 proper sum to be allowed to the said 
C.B, out of the ireome of the said A.Z. for his futnre maintenance as from the 
18 , according to the following scheme (set it out shortly.) 

Dated the is . 
Master in Lunacy. 
Approved the oe an 
Lord Justice. 

Note—Affter each paragraph the evidence produced is to be stated as 


The evidence produced on this inquiry consists of the Affidavit of L.M. 
Sore and paragraphs 5 & 6 of the Affidavit of N.0. filed 
’ 


on the 


» he 


or thereabouts, his 


VI. 
Summons BEFORE THE JUDGE, 


In Lonacy. 
In the matter of 4.2., a person of unsound mind, 

Let a pan concerned attend the Judge in Chambers at the Royal 
Courts of Justice on day the day of 188 , 
at O'clock in the noon on the hearing of on spplication on 
the part of [here state on whose behalf the application is made and its object], 

: Dated the day of 188 , 

This summons was taken out by 
¢ , Solicitor for ’ 

9 * 










au, 
Peririon UNDER THE Lunacy Reeutation Act, 1862, 
In the matter of A.B,, a supposed insane person, and of ‘*The Lunacy 
Regulation Act, 1862.” 
To the Right Honourable the Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain. 


The humble Petition of C.D., of and Z.F., of 


sheweth :— 


1. 4.B., now residing at is now and has for past 
been of unsound mind and incapable of managing his affairs. 

2. The property of the said .4.B. consists of the following particulars ; that 
is to say, the sum of 3001. Consolidated 37. per cent. Annuities standing in 
the name of the said 4.B., and of three freehold cottages with gardens and 
premises attached thereto at in the county of 
producing together a net income of 2. per annum. 

3. The said 4,3. is a bachelor, and has no father or mother living, and 
your Petitioner, 0.D., is the eldest brother and heir-at-law, and your 
Petitioner Z.F., is a sister of the said 4.B, The names and a : 
tion of the other persons who would be entitled to the estate of the 
A.B. under the Statutes for the distribution of the effects of intestates in case 
he were dead intestate are as follows : 

4. There is owing to for the past maintenance of the said 4.B, 
the sum of L. i 

Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray your Lordship that their costs, 
charges and expenses of this application and consequent thereon 
may be ordered to be taxed, 

That the said sum of 3007. Consolidated 3/, per cent. Annuities may be 
ordered to be transferred by the proper officer into Court to the 
credit of “In the matter of A.B. an insane person and the Lunacy 
Regulation Act, 1862,” 

That a sufficient part of the said Annuities, when so transferred, may be 
ordered to be sold to raise the amount of such costs when taxed, and 
also the said sum of 1, and that out of the proceeds of the 
said sale the amount of such costs when taxed, and the sum of 4 
may be ordered to be paid, 

That the dividends of the residue of the said Annuities may be paid to 
your Petitioners duriog the life of the said 4.B, or until further 
Order. 

That your Petitioners may be authorized to receive the rents of the said 
cottages during the life of the said 4.B. 

That the said dividends and rents may be applied by your Petitioners ia 
the maintenance of the said A.B, ; 

Orthat such other Order may be made’as you consider expedient for the 
parposes of rendering the property of the said 4.B, available for bis 
maintenance and benefit. 

And your Petitioners sy igre pray, &c, 


E.F. 
Witness to the signing i 4 by the said C.D. and E£.F. 


Solicitor of the Supreme Court of Judicature in England. 


VIII. 


Noricz To ALLEGED Lunatic of PeTiTION UNDER THE LUNACY 
RecuLation Act, 1862. 
“Mr, A.B. 


Take notice that a petition of which acopy is within written, was on fhe 
day of presepted to the Lord Chancellor, and that 
in pursuance thereof orders may be made on the ground of your being of 
unsound mind and incapable of managing your affairs, for the purpose of 
rendering your property or the income thereof, available for the maintenance 
or benefit of yourself (and your family) (or for carrying on your trade or 
business), end that if you intend to object to such orders , Bd made, notice 
of such objection must be signed by you and attested by your solicitor, snd 
filed at the office of the Masters in Lunacy, the Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, within seven days from your receipt of the present notice. 


Dated this ay 0 e 
(Signed) C.D. 
(or X.Y. 
Solicitor for the Petitioners, C.D.” 
Ix, 


Notice or OpsEcTiIon By ALLEGED Lunatic To ORDER UNDER LUNACY 
Reeuwation Act, 1862, 
“In the matter of A.B. an alleged insane person. 

I the above named A.B. having been served with a notice of the presents 
tion of a petition praying for an order respecting my property on the goad 
that I am of unsound mind and incapable of managing my affairs, do hereby 
give notice of my intention to object to such order beiog made, 

Dated the day otf ° . 

A, ° 


Witness, 
"Solicitor for the above-named A.B.¥ 








It is stated thet the Master of the Rolls, who has been unwell label ont 
upon the recommendation of his medieal advisers, has decided to defer bis vi 
to the South of France for the present, His lordship will, it is expected, 
either take a week or a fortnight before the conclusion of the present sitio 
in March next, or will extend bis holiday for a Jike period into the méext 
Easter Sittings, 
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LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 
HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


Feb. 16.—Bills Read a First Time. 
topmend and consolidate the laws of bankruptoy (Mr, Cuamzer- 






i to amend and consolidate the law relating to patents for inventions, 
tnde-marks, ood registration of designs (Mr. CoauseRain). 
fill to amend and make perpetual the Ballot Act (Sir O. Dirxz). 
fill to make provision respecting certain municipal corporations and 
oiher local authorities not subject to the Manicipal Corporation Acts (Sir C. 


Mes regs late procedare in criminal cases (ATTORNEY-GENERAL). 
Bill to cerablish a Court of Appeal in criminal cases (ATTORNEY-GENERAL). 
Bill for the better prevention of corrnpt and illegal practices at Parlia- 
mentary Elections (ArrornEY-GaneRat), 


Feb. 19.—Private Business. 
Mr. Prayrarm moved the following resolution with respect to private 
er" ye Where a Bill HH baring been brought in on motion (not bite a Bill 
confirm a provisional order or certificate) is read the first time, and 
rere to be read a second time on a day appointed, and it appears that the 
Orders relative to private Bille meh, be applicable to the Bill, the 
of Petitions for hikes, Bille shall, on an order of the House, 
on the Bill with respect to compliance with the Standing Orders, and 
and report forthwith, and the order for the second reading of 
tu Bill shall not be affected thereby ; but if the Examiner reports that avy 
Susting Order applicable to the Bill has not been complied with, and the 


fut Committee on Standing Orders re that such Standing Order 
pot to be ae senseee with, the order for the second reading of the Bill, 
as ord for commitment thereof, as the case way be, shall be dis- 


Bill Read a First Time, 
Bil to amend the Parliamentary Oaths Act, 1866 (ArronNzY-GENERAL). 
Feb. 20,—Bills Read a First Time. 
Bill to insure uniformity of weight in the sale of corn (Mr. RasKx1N). 
Bill to afford increased facilities for obtaining sites for places of worship, 
wbools, and residences for teachers and clergymen (Colonel NotaN). 
Bill for the extension of the hours for the solemnization of marriage (Mr. 


). 
Bill to provide for the better notification of infectious diseases (Mr. 


‘ Feb. 21.—Bills Read « First Time. 
Bill to enable corporations and limited owners to grant perpetual leases 
tind (Mr, Banciar). 
Bill to amend the administration of the income-tax (Mr. Husparp). 
Bill for me amendment of the laws relating to patents for inventions (Mr. 
AyDRRSON . 















COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomwnt Stock CompPanizs, 


Liurrap In CHANCERY. 
lta: Free Insurance Anspetsseon | yg —By an order made by the Court of 
i dated Feb 5, it was ordered that the Association be wound up. Field and 










, presented Feb 14, 
, Feb 24, Terrell, 


saree J. ze 








Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Barlow rend Co, — gham 
fae Sarton AND Company, Lrurts Fry, J., b as, by an order dated Jan 31, 
Spe, on Chandler, 15, Coleman ‘st, of be’ official liquidator. Creditors are 
ne on nor fore Mar 12, to their names and dresses, and the par- 
their dobts or claims, to the above. Tuesday, Mar 20 at 12, is appointed 
of and oceeny upon the debts and claims 
yy Company, Liurrsp.—Petition for winding u 
to be heard before Bacon, V.C,, at his court, on Sat 
st, solicitor and petitioner 
Rexzrs Gop Minin@ Company, Lrurrap.— y an order made b: 
Feb 7, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Snell and 
house, solicitors for the rapa 
for winding Bartiogn, Chanson Feb 15, directed to be 
jcery lane, solicitor for the 





Se Long. Pg 










[ @asette, Feb. 16. 
poly card Mip po Meme Compary, Lumirap.— Lag wilt made by Bac/ 
Le it A Ton the com be woun Torr and Co, ford 
tors for the thioner 
has fixed Mar 1 at 11 at 
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bers for the up A nt of an of IMITED, ity, J 





Fi vat Suvi Sorry, Lrurrzp.—Petition for 
Chitty, J.,on Mar 8. Gush 


presented Feb 16, directed to 
re Kay, J., on Friday, Mar 2. Gole, 1 0 8 solicitor for the petitioner 

LRoraic Lieut AND PowsRr Coxr, MPany, Limrrep.—By an order made by 

gh Lh, I fp. itary winding up of the company 


Baiox Compare ITED. en cider rade Pearson, J., dated 
Ay tho Lanutean.—By wn rr Howard and Shelton, ‘Thread- 


petitioner 
B oe Revex anp Tiny Works, Lucrrap,— order made b ‘ 
was ordered that ‘the works be wound - “hyers, Seen x Taihee tee 


Avrroa oyoue Company, Layrres .= Petition for win 
; iaasd Vetoes fey, 3 » On Mar 2, Snell and and Oo Boney 


AIN Suoxx Co ONSU! 
mee oh vse 


sions aolkyy 
Pee feo ae enition | for we pion 
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Unurmirsp iv CHANCERY 


di agent for Barber and’ Oliver, 


Fruzy Harzove Compayy.—P. 


‘etition for 
pet Seog h + de hoes on Mar ppeieee 
Ouse, for th 
[ Gazette, Feb. 16.] 
Country in gps es Laney: 
Cromar, Scort, AND Comore, If peers. pata a made by Fico hepesiow 

Gated Feb 5, it was OGa Liveene selicitons tor the wis on a company 

tinued. Barrell and -™ 
{ Gazette, Feb. 16,] 


New C Ps ss \ B sd an decks —The V.C, h 
Frast New Cross Purwaxent Bexuvir Burtprwe Socterr. as by an oe gies 
aoe 12, appointed John George Litton, 69, Princess st, Manchester, to oy, 


[ Gazette, Feb. 20.] 
STaNNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
Lrurrep 1x CHANCERY. 
Fortescus (Sunssewrs) Native Tov, Corrsr, Sitrvez, ayp Arsenic 
Lrutrzp.—Petition for winding up, presented Feb 14, directed to be heard before the 
Vice-Warden, at Prince’s Hall, Truro, on i Seoaten, Lack £ 27 Ft: 11. led att intended 


to be used at the hearing, in opposition to the petition, the 
Office, Truro, on or before Saturday, Feb hw and notice cet ae same 
time, be given to the petitioners or theirsolicitors. Chilcott and Bay dade bong 
for the petitioners 
[ Gazette, Feb. 20.1 


FRienDiy Soctetizs D1ssouvep. 
Sanctuary Prrmce Artuve, Ship and Pilot Hotel, ba ak ca Monmouth. 
St Heren’s Westsyvan Sunpay Scuootn Sick awp Funzrat Socrery, Wesleyan Sunday 
School, St Helens, Lancaster. Feb 10 
og meh ng “hn 


AMALGAMATED BurtpIne TRapzs’ Ft real Burupzrs’ Socrzrry, Lrurrzp, 
won bret rd, tomers crs Sette 
HITEHAVEN SHIPWRIG Scand ocrsty, Wor! Men’s Reading Room, Queen 
st, Whitehaven, Cumberland. Feb 16 : $ 
[G@asetie,[Feb. 20. | 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 
CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOP. 
Graver-Brownk, Jonw Batuvrst, Morley, Norfolk, Esq. Mar2. Master v Bignold, 
Kay, J. Coaks and Co, Norwich 

GoupENBERG, Joun, Maddox st, Regent st. Mar 15. Matthews v Governors of London 
Hospital, Bacon, V.C, Wilkinson, Mew -nad 

Hazremesr, Grorer Gopsovutp, Rise, Licensed Victualler. Mar8. Emery 
v Hartridge, Chitty, J. Field, Queen st, ‘Cheapside 

leper Amos, Leicester, 8i ilyersmith. “Mar 5. haste v Boorer, Fry, J. Miles, 

icester 

PILkineton, EpwarD, Woburn pl, Esq. Mar 12. Turner v Hammond, Chitty, J. 
Indermaur, Chancery lane 0 

Saypars, Epuunp Ireron, Bournemouth. Mar 12. Booth v Sandars, Chitty, J. 
Druitt, jun, Bournemouth 

{ Gazette, Feb. 9.1 

Atcocx, Henry, Delamere terrace. Mar 9. Prescott v Phipps, oni, J. Wood, New 
sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Battey, THomas AnpREw, St Saviour’s rd, Brixton Rise, Leather Merchant. Mar 27. 
Bailey v Bailey, Kay, J. Hales, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st 

beeen Mary Ann, Chesterfield. Mar 15. Mann v Bunting, Kay, J! Bunting, Ches- 
terfield 

Dewees, Geende, Chesterfield. Mar 15. Bradshaw vy Dawson, Kay, J. Bunting, 
Chesterfield 

MILLER, CHARLES, Navarino terrace, Hackney, Coal Merchant. Mar 14, Millerv 
Miller, Kay, J. mt, Bisho; st Without 

SS ate Ewhurst, Surrey, Builder. Mar 1. Edser v Grinstead, Kay, J. Sparkes 

uild 

Pang , tale Writmy, East Hill, Wandsworth, Public House Manager. Feb 28. 
Kelly v Pou Bacon, V.C. Smith, im, Aldareaaie 8b 

RicHarpson, JoHN Witt1am, Seaton Carew, Durham, Engi . Mari3. Armstrong 
v Richardson, Chitty, J. Van Sandau, King st Chea: 

RossitEr, Do aaa Plymonth. Mar 13. Rossiter ¥ Youlton, Chitty, J. Gard 
Devon 

nies Sones Fovutxe, Canterbury, Gent. Mar8, Paine v Francis, Bacon, ¥.C. 


Rackham, Norwich 
[Gasette, Feb, 13.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM, 
Aten, Witttam, Manchester, Commission Agent. Mar 15. . Bullock and Worthington, 


Manchester a8 
ArcuER, James, Quartermaster 89h Regiment, Rangoon, British Burmah. July 1. 


Bassett and Co, Southampton z ¢ 

Bartey, GrorGR, Felixstowe, Marine Architect. Mar 5. Parkerand Co, St Michael’s 
Rectory, Cornhill 

BLACKMORE, Wrttram, Belgrave mansions, Grosvenor gardens, Pimlico,Gent. Mar 10. 

Whatman and Fulton, Salisbury 

Buaymirs, Lyp1a, Kirkandrews-on-Eden, Cumberland, Mar 10, Clatterback and 

Trevenen. Carlisle 

Bovys, ANN Maata, Evering rd, Stoke Newington. Mar 1. Van Sandau and Qa, 

King st, Cheapside 

Bowsr, Frepsxicx, Erdington, kag? Maltster. May 12. Cottrell, Dientaghen 

Bucxtkry, Estas Saddleworth, York. Mar 10, panrard and 1 andderetetd 

Bucszsy, Saury, Saddleworth, York. Mar) 10, 

BurRs1t, BENJAMIN RosertsHaw, Leeds, Salonen Soul 3. 2. yb Leeds 


Burrsit, Evganor, Seacroft, York. Mar 12. Simpson, z 
Campnent, Sir Epwarp Frrzenrarp, West Gri Sussex, Bart. May?. Davidson 





and Co, eoring + 
Crarke, Bx OCH, Kent. Mar 22. Arnold, Townhall chmbrs, Southwark 
CURNNELL, Precivat ¥sywicx, Harbottle , Northumberland, Esq. Mar 3i, 
Woodman, Stobhill, M 


Coorsn, Eurzanstrn, Norwich, Publican. Mar 3, Bavin and Daynes, Norwich 


Doowas, 33 Tuomas, Ball’s Pond rd, Contractor, Mar 6, Marshfield and Hutchings, 
Wareham 

DraxxrorD, Tomas, jun, Coleshill, Warwick, Farmer. Marl. Burton, Birmingham 

Epmonps, Winns Ovatis, Gravesend, Kent, Gent. Mar 33, Clavon, Great George 


one, 3 4 fract, York, Esq. April 25. Arundel, Pontefract 
agEN, Groner, Ponte 
Hemsusy, WILttam, Gedling, Nottingham, Se Mar3l, Watson and Co, Notting- 


ham 
Soapat, Cmagtorrs, Addison ri, Kensington, Mar 6, Richardson and Sadler, 









[ @asetée, Fob. 20.) 





Mar 29, Marshall, Deviees 


len 
Humny, 7 Parser, Devizes, Wilts, Brewer, 
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, Eszwzzern Cuarman, Southampton, Seowin in the Royal bon Steam Ship 
y's Service. Mar 10. Lydall, Southampton bidgs, ome ig ane 

Kyow.zs, Uru, Sale, Chester, Gent. May1l. Slaterand Turnbull, Manchester 

Law, Lypta, Cheshunt, Hertford. Mar 5. Edwards, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Mazrcz, Txomas, Blaydon, Durham, Forgemaster. April 18. Hodge and Westmacott, 
Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Marsnaut, Epwiy, Leicester, Gent. April 24. Harris, Leicester 

Mruuzrr, Lucy, Bournemouth, Southampton. Feb 28. Druitt, ow = a 

Murray, Perse, Sheffield, Gent. Mar3l. Burdekin and Co, Sheffiel 

Nzviut, SHapRacH, Forest Hill, Kent, Dairyman. Mari4, Boydell, “south sq, Gray’s 
inn 


Nicwzoras, Witu1aM, Broseley, Salop, Banker. May 1. Potts and Potts, Broseley 
Pratt, Rozzrt, Dunham Massey, Chester, Esq. Mar 25. Bullock and Wo rthington, 


chester 
a ent Joun, Bletchingley, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Mar 10, Head, East 


Rava wl Epwarp, peers, <~ April 7. Neal, Lime st 

Srzxzy, Joun, Worthing, Sussex, Mar 22. Sheppard and Riley, Moorgate st 

— Ex1za, Bowes rd, Southgate. Mar 10. Lydall, Southampton bldgs, Chancery 
lane 


Trorrs, Rosx, Elizabeth st, Eaton sq. Mar12. Oliver, Coleman et 

Turn, Jour, Plymouth, Devon, Gent. Mar 25. Rooker and Con Plymouth 

Wetts, a. Nottingham mews, High st, Marylebone, Contractor. Mar 31, Richard- 
son and Sadler, Golden sq 

Whuirrrzan, eds Huddersfield, York, Shoemaker. Marl0. Sykes, Huddersfield 

—— WILLiax, Lewisham, Kent, Butcher. Marl17. Harris and Godwin, Cole- 


Woour, Witt, Rochdale, Lancaster, Gent. Mar 14, Standring and Taylor, 
[ Gazette, Feb. 9.} 


Autsercnut, Hetzyx, Bedford. Mar24. Carr and Co, Hage st, Regent st 

Brornusxsoy, Tuomas, Gravesend, Kent, Gent. Mar 1 tchell, Gravesend 
Buriayp, Janz, Brixton, Surrey. Mar 31. Miller, Bristol 

Carzoway, Joun, Margate, Kent, Upholsterer. Mar 30. Kelcey, Margate 

bag ome a Nutfield, Surrey, Fullers Earth Merchant. April 9. Crawford, 


Canes, WILLt4M Srraxez, Church st, Soho. Mar 31. Russell, Mitre court chmbrs, 


ple 
Corwo.ty, Mary, Liverpool, Mat Dealer. Mar9. Cleaver and Co, Liverpool 
Covrtman, Mary, Outwell, Norfolk. Mar3l. Metcalfe, Wisbech St Peter’s 
Deazeuey, Canyzs, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Surgeon. Mar 6. Davies and Co, 
Haverfordwest 
Dzumz, Hewny Pzrer, Cams Hall, near pera: Southampton, Esq. Beachcroft and 
Thompson, Theobald’s rd, Bedford ro ee 
On Frzpzgic, Nottingham, ce Dresser. Mar 31. Travell and Woodward, 
Eatox, Rev Harry Kwicur, Bushbury Vicarage, Stafford. Mar 1. Cheese, Chancery 


Fonrsrsr, oe Streatham, Surrey, India Rubber Manufacturer. April 2, Layton 
and Co, Budge row 

— Gzorez Frepzricx, Liverpool, Merchant. Mar 31. Bateson and Co, Liver- 
poo! 


Hopeson, Jamzs, Hessle, be Esq. April14. Champney, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Humswe, Evzanor, Leeds. Mar7. Powell, Harrogate 

Jouannsenx, Asuvs Jacoz, Minories, Chronometer and Watchmaker. Mar 31. 
Satchell and hore, Queen st, Cheapside 

Kine, Ary, Earl Shilton, Leicester. Mar 13. Harris, Leicester 

— Josarn, Kingston-upon-Hull, House Agent. April 14. Middlemiss and 

a Hzwzy, New Shoreham, Sussex, Coal Merchant. Mar 8 Cripps, junr, 


Ra taal mae Hon Artuur —_ Viscount, Cruicerath, Meath, Ireland. Mar 
4 Ea ount an — King st, Chea 
LIZABETH, Cheyne walk, Che » ” hat 2. Potter and Co, King st, Cheapside 

Ror, Samuzt, Orford, Suffolk, Merchant. May1. Wood, Lincoln’s inn fields rr 
ee ae South Norwood Hill, Surrey. April 9. Arkcoll and Cockell, Tooley 
Sraacuay, Joun, Riding Mill, Northumberland, out of b Mar 31, Chi 

aol On ioe by oth ut of business. 31, Chartres 
THomason, Mazy, Bolton st, Piccadilly. Mar 7. Pearson, Market Drayton 
Txomrsos, Mary Yow eg be Cambridge. Mar27. Ginn and Matthew, Cambridge 
Warren, Ann, Ola Sleaford, Lincoln. Marl5. Rodgers and JessopP, Sleaford 
aon Joszrz, Sydney, New South Wales. Mar10. Kimber and Co, Lombard st 

War, ner mpegs Upper Barnsbury st, Islington. Mar 27, Thomson and Edwards, 


[ Gazette, Feb. 13,] 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURKE. 
Rota or ReGIsTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date, = 4 Vv. C. Bacon. Ms, Sastine 
Beoiee, Feb. ..0scc000. 26 Mr. Koo Mr. Carrington Mr. Farrer 
27 Lavie Teesdale 

Carrington Farrer 
ab $000 Lavie Teesdale 

CO Ce ee BOOS EE SE EEEs 2 Carrington Farrer 
Vosccsecsee sscses Lavie Teesdale 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Pranson. Curry. 


Monday, Feb. ....0000.. 26 Mo. Pauheten Mr. Jackson Mr. Merivale 
T Seeeseee eeeeeee 27 Wi King 
Wednesda 


y- eee eeeeseee 28 
Thursday, March........ Merivale 


1 
ng, ETS 2 
Saturda 3 


IV scevesessesceses 





Mr. Chamberlain on Tuesday stated in the Honse of Commons that if 
should be an nity he would go on with the second reading of the 
ruptcy Bill on day next. 





RECENT SALES, 


At the Stook and Share Auction and Advance Company’s — mals, 
held on the 22nd inst., at their sale-rooms, Crown-court, Ol} 
E.C., the following were among the prices obtained pate age and 
Consolidated Silver Mine, 16s. ; London Stock Brick £25 Mortgage Debentan 
Bonds, 4 per cent.; North ” Staffordshire Trams, £6 10s8.; Col 
Hydraulic Mining Company, 6s. 144.; Horse Shoe Manufacturing, 
oule's Patent Earth Closet, £10 ;;British Land £10 shaes, £5 paid, £6 
and other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 








Bankrupts. 
Faray, Feb" 16, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London 
Higgs, William Frederick, Wellesley st, Stepney, House Decorator. Pet Feb Ii, 
Hazlitt. Mar 6 at 11.30 
Ritso, —_— rick G., Bernard st, Russell sq, Transfer Clerk. Pet Dec9. Hazlitt, Py 
28 at 11 
Sorrell, Alfred, Crozier st, loge, Builder. Pet Feb 15. Hazlitt. Mar7 at 12.99 
‘o Surrender in the Coun untry. 
a ng | a Henry, path, Devon, Butter Factor. Pet Feb13. Daw. Exeter, 
Mar 1 at 
Haigh, John, and ng Eight, Morley, York, Colliery Proprietors. Pet Feb 12. Jones, 
Huddersfi field, rilatl 
a ar Broderick, 1 aR Kent, Wheelwright. PetFeb 13. Scudamore, Maid 
stone, 
Hellenburgh, Cornelius, Great P5 ipt Fishing Boat Owner. Pet Feb 13, Wat 
ledge. Great Yarmouth, Mar 2 at 1 
Hibbert, Henry, Nottingham. Pet Feb 13. Patchitt. Nottingham, Mar 13 at 3 
ea Na Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 13. Bellringer. Liverpodi, 


Mitchell, Samuel, + Vale, nr Halifax, Cab Proprietor, Pet Feb 10. Rankin, 
Halifax, Feb 26 at 

White, Robert, New , Gillingham, Kent, Builder. Pet Feb 12. Haywari. 
Rochester, Mar lat2 

Witt, Thomas, Portsea, Builder. Pet Feb 12. Renny. Portsmouth, Mar 16 at 12 

Tuxspay, Feb. 20, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must a their proof of debts to the Registrar, 
'o Surrender in London. 

Hamilton, gy = Pegg Genre, — Mall, Registrar of County Com 
Judgments. Pet Feb 15. urray. at 

—_ J —_ Great Queen st, Westminster, Accountant. Pet Feb 16. Bronghi, 

ar 6 at 
Norris, William, East st, Kennington rd, Contractor, Pet Feb 15. Hazlitt. Mar7#i 
Rutty, William Henry, Bedford terrace, Holloway. Pet Feb 16. Pepys. Mar7 atl 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Brown, William, Brighton rd, Stoke Newington, Wholesale Furniture Dealer. Pet Fe) 
16. Pulley. Edmonton, Mar 8 at 12 

Burgess, Edwin, Manchester, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Pet Feb5, Lister’ Man 
chester, Mar 5 at 12 

— cnr Samuel, Torquay, Devon, Hotel Keeper. Pet Jan 22, Daw. Exeter, 

ar 5at 

Inwood, Thomas Wright, and James Friend Palmer Rawlins, St Albans, Coach 
Builders. Pet Feb14. E@wards. St Albans, Mar 1 at 

— David, Brighton, out of business. Pet Feb 15, gure Brighton, Mar 7 a 


Molise, George, pape Corner, Mitcham Common, Pet Feb 16. Rowland, Croy- 


don, Mar 9 at 3 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Ferpay, Feb. 16, 1883. 
Barnsdale, George Hunt, Pee Northampton, Builder. Feb 13 
Tvuxspay, Feb, 20, 1883, 
Gunn, John, and William Jamieson, Austin Triars, Merchants, Febs8 
Yule, John Carslake Duncan, Bradford, Clerk in Holy Orders. Feb 13 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS a Cmamerons. 
Frrpay, Feb. 16, 1883. 

Adams, Thomas, Warkworth, Seckeubateake “Licensed Victualler. Mar 1 at 3% 
office of Corbett, Collingwood st, Newcastle upon 

Arnott, Alexander, Russell rd, Hollowa: oway Builder. "2 at 3 at office of Andrews ani 
Mason, Ironmonger Ine. Moresby-White and Oo, Chancery lane 

Attwood, Matthies, Walsall, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 27 at 11 at office of Evans, Bank 
chbrs, the B: 

in Frederick, E, Hastings, Sussex, Builder. Mar 1 at 3 at office of Mann, Claremont, 


Ballard, a, Joh, Chelmsford, Essex, Bailiff, Feb 27 at 3at Bell Hotel, Chelmsfor 
and Sons 

Boren, John, Sedglen, Stafford, Iron and Coke Merchant. Feb 28 at 12 at Star al 
Garter Hotel, Victoria st, Wolverhampton. bons ig? Wolverhampton 

Bloomfield, Henry, Maidenhead, Boks, Fh 4 gg Mar 2 at 3at Anderton’s Hot, 
Fleet st. er, and hag pr termes 

Bowkett, Samuel Loggins, Led or teas i, Tinman, Mar] at 11 at office of Garroo 

Bradnam, Thomas, Coplestone rd, Peckham, Builder. Feb 26at 1 at 68, Chancery lant. 
Plater, Southampton Thldgs Chancery lan: 

Broadhead, Jarvis, and John Barraclough, Batley, sae Woollen Manufacturers, Mat 
lat2at Royal otel, Dewsbury. Ibberson, D: cto, 

Brooks, James Vernon, Willaston, Nantwich, Chester Lunkeeper. Mar 1 at 1 at the 
Beeston Castle Hotel, Beeston. and Sharpe, 

Brown, Charles, Durham, Butcher, Mar 2 at 11 st the 1° Eldon Arms Hotel, Ferryhill 
Barron, Darlin, of 

Brown, Charles, Sieeiaehen, Manufacturing Jew@ler. Mar 1 at 12 at offices 
Hawkes and Weekes, Tem: mple at st, Birmingham D. 

Brown, Charles Robert (and not Broun, o previously advertiond) Eastbourne, M. 
Feb 23 at 11 at the Gildredge Hotel, Eastbourne. Coles.and Carr, 

Bate, James, Little Pulteney st, Golden sq, Confectioner. Ser 2 at 12 at 29, Pulteney 
8t, 

Casion, John. Workington, Cumberland, Grocer. Mar 1at 2.30 at offices of Paitso% 


Corbett, john, Little Earl st, Soho. Mar 8 at 2 at offices of Bridger, Botolph lane, 


corner, James, Liverpool, Tobacconist. Mar 6 at 3 at offices of Neale, Dale 
Cupits Frederick Thomas, Stapleford Mill, Notts, Miller. Mar 8 at 13 ab offices of 
illiams, jun, Clinton st, Nottingham 












at 12 


unty Court 
Bronghia, 


Mar7a\ 
ar 7 atl 


r. Pet Feb 
er’ Man 
w. Exeter, 
wns, Coach 
1, Mar 7 ab 
and, Croy- 


“Lat aa 
vans, Bank 
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sen, Manchester, Provision Dealer. Mar 1 at 3 at 17, Withy grove’ 
eaten, itahew and Wer 


f 


Davies, William Bowen, Llan Carmarthen, Surveyor. Feb 27 at 2 at Stepney 
By ; Stafford, . Mar 5 at 11 at office of Salt, Cooper st, 


Bawin John, Upper Norwood, Artist. Mar 1 at2 at office of Laundy and Co, 
, Nantwich, Provision Merchant. Mar 1 at 12 at Swan Hotel, Welsh row, 

Martin, Nantwich 

Cowling, Plymouth, Saddler. Mar 2 at 3 at office of Skardon, Bedford st, 


Charles, iia Raster, Essex, Harness Maker. Feb 27 at 11,30 at office of Tanner, 


Garbutt, John William, Kingston nae Hull, Joiner. Feb 28 at 11 at office of Pickering, 
Kingston upon 
oe Lower Thames st, Commission Agent. Feb 27 at 2,30 at office of Foster, 


awe out of business. Mar 3 at 11 at office of 
aiarkel Harborongh Hosier. Mar 1 at 11 at office of Black, Low pavement, 


jun, Barton Turf, Norfolk, Corn Merchant. Mar 5 at 12 at office of 
ay Ruddock, Hall Plain, Gt Yarmouth 
, George, Sheffield, Currier. Trt oes Law Society, Hoole’s chbrs, Bank 
id. Swift and Ashington, Sheffield 


ees, a Staesey rd, Peckham, Scenic Artist. Feb 26 at 11 at 55, Walworth 
ees Hayton, Maryport, Cumberland, Gardener. Mar 1 at 11 at office of 


and William Thomas Chafer, Cambridge rd, Boot and Shoe Manufac- 
2 at 3 at office of Pratt and Norton, Old Jewry chmbrs, Young, 


zoamnen Beate, Gt Grimsby, Mast Maker. Feb 28 at 11 at office of Summers 
chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Harvey, John, Pentrid, enn Licensed Victualler. Mar 1 at 2at Red Lion Hotel, 
Salisbury. Dibben, imborn 

Harvey, bngend os Suffolk, Saddler. Mar 5 at 12 at office of Salmon, Guildhall 
hd Birmingham, Butcher. Mar 2 at 3 at office of Horton, Imperial chmbrs, 


Hoel, pone, Hastings, Sussex, Builder. Mar 5 at 3 at office of Miller and Miller, 


Sherborne 
Tis, James, Bristol, Grocer. Mar3 at 11 at office of Salisbury, Broad s 
Jsmeson, Edward, Gateshead, ham, Architect. Mar 9 at 11 at Gthioe ioe or Scott, 


st, Newcastle-upon-‘Tyne 
Owen Glydwr, Veen Denbigh, "Solicitor. Mar 1 at 12 at Lion Hotel, Hope 
rexham. Ellis, Cheste 
Kelond, opal and pay & Kellond, Park rd, Willesder green, Builders. Mar 7 at 12 at 
office of Thomas and Lydall, Watling st 
Kent, hard ae Robert, Chalk Farm rd, Stationer. Feb 28 at 3 at Law Institution, 
Chance: ffe, Great Dover st, Southwark 
Keswick, bone Robert Fenwick Keswick, and Charles Keswick, York, Builders. Mar 


at 12 at Friendly Society’s Hall, Castlegate, York. Wilkinson, York 
Knowles, potene, Liverpool, Chemist. Mar 1 at 3.30 at office of Harper, Cable st, 


Liverpoo 

wipes, Walter Barton, Mereworth, Kent, Farmer. Feb 28 at 12 at Guildhall tavern, 
Gresham st. Bradbury and Co, West Malling 

lawson, Willium, Henry, Sunderland, Durham, Fruiterer. 
ell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

lmg, Benjamin, Bradford, York, Warehouseman. Feb 28 at 11 at office of Terry and 

Market st, Bradford 
tosh, John McEwen, Inns of Court Hotel, Hotborn, no occupation. Mar 2 at 2 

at Inns of Court, Holborn. Soames, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Maton, nego Josiah, Bournemouth, Southampton, Bookseller. Mar 6 at 1.30 at High 
Holborn. , Christchurch 

=— dame, alifax, Drysalter. Mar 2 at 12 at office of Wavell and Co, George st, 


Maealt Joseph, Albert Metcalf, and Procter Metcalf, Ossett, York, Rag Merchants. 
Feb 28 at IL 30 at office of Kem mp, Barstow sq, Wakefield 

Joseph, Kingston upon Hull, Confectioner. Feb 27 at 3.30 at Law Society, 
Lincoln’s i oy "bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Kingston upon Hull. Woodhouse, Hull 

, George, Goldney pl, Harrow rd, Coachbuilder. Feb 26 at 3 at office of Cooper 
and Co, Lincoin’s inn fields 

ux, on age » ena ww, nr Manchester, Reed Maker. 

—— and Whittingham, Fold st, Bolton 

g3e jas . nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Feb 20 at 2 at office of Williams, 

8q, Pon: 

Viens Jo and David Jones, Llangollen, Welsh pivenal Manufacturers. Feb 28 at 


Wat Bank ig langollen. sng imenbo ten 
Lather, Findon on, nr Worthing, G: ae at. 3 at office of Buckwell, New 


n, 
» pen iliiam Arthur, Leeds, Cashier. Feb 28 at 11 at Law Institute, Albion pl, Leeds. 


% 


ee 


i 


; 


st, 
rd, 
Harrison, T! 


i 


a 


Feb 28 at3 at office of 


Mar 1 at 11 at office of 


and Charles Whitfield, Kettering, Northampton ineers. 
cir Sed 12 at ot Goce jorge Hote Kettering. nH zh yw 


Rawli! os, Market Harborough 
pe bo Foreign, Forcester, Licensed Victualler. Feb 27 at 3.30 
br 0! Mille eee and Corbet, Church st, a ggg 
hin, Frederick Rams hipbuilder. Mar 1 at 2 at City of London 


gate, Kent, 8 
ra ery, On, Ea st. wt Greet Yarmouth 
. Feb 27 at 3 at Grosvenor Hotel, Deans- 
Manchester. Redfern, veg Reng 


Ma, Johan, sen, Stoke on Trent, Stafford, China Manufacturer. Mar 1 at 3 at 
North Stafford Hotel Stoke on Trent. Knight, Newcastle under Lyme 
Feb 28 at 12 


Oly Ar Palmer, ~ hen on Dunsmore, nr Coventry, Warwick, Miller. 
try 
Mar 5 at 12.30 at Spread Eagle 


Arms Hotel, Fleet st, Coventry. Homer, Coventr 
Mar Bat 3.30 at Crown Hotel, Hay. Cheese, 


ery 


tel, Kine's Gilbert, Barrow, Worcester, Farmer. 
Hereford. ‘Adams, Upton Bisho; 
» Brecon, Hotel Keeper. 


oo terr, Bassin pk, thephent’s Bush, Builder. Mar 6 at 3 


and Eld , Gt James st, Bedford row 
Louth, Linco! in . 
ce Tmecea, Lou th ; Cab et Maker. Mar 8 at 11 at Mason’s Arms Hotel, 
Mere, Frederic Pen, Surrey, Butcher. Mar 1 
ar at s Old Jewry chire r at 3 mt office of Foreman and Co, 
slow sa Prose ition, j Burnl » Lancaster, out of business. Feb 28 at $ at office of Back- 
‘st, Burnley 


‘ceri drew, stow, ghar, , Surrey, Builder, Mar 5 at 12 a ¢ office of Knight, Devonshire 
be _ 

Aton a er, cn Potters Gilders’ Man. ager. Feb 28 at 11 at office of 

ae m, Wretham, Denbigh, Auctioneer, Mar 3 at 2.30 at Queen’s Hotel, 

a Aiecander Nicholas lane, no occupation, Mar 12} at 2 at office of Phelps and 


» Frederick William, and Jose oh Clark, Poplar, E ogineers, Mar 5 at 2 at office 
soy, Frtene we Wools bern plar, wianee at omic ¢ 








Thana, Workington, Cumberland, Builder. Mar 1 at 3 at office of Paisley, 
Taylor, Brida t, Weorkin toe Dango Feb 28 at 11 at office 
Tebbs, Thomas, 3, Grocer. Feb 26 at 3 at Gt Western Hotel, Birmingham. 
meg Charles Twemlow, Todmorden, Lancaster, House 


og , Oilman. Feb 24 at 12 at Masons’ Hall 
st. 
Tavern, Basinghall ae “et, Chancery mn = 


Lancaster, Tailor. Mar 2 at 3 at offices of Buckley and 
Ontcuh lane’ Oldham 
Wallace, Jemsse Biase, Sunderland, Painter. Feb 28 at 11 at offices of Fairclough, 
ee 
“= ior, Thomas, Gt Malvern, Worcester, Bootmaker. Mar 1 at 3 at Unicorn Inn, Gt 
wah Tree and Son, Worcester 
Webi, Wiliam, Coventry, Draper. Mar 1 at 12 at offices of Browett, Bayley lane, 


Welch, James, Chorley, Lancaster, a Mar 2 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathe- 


Manchester. Needham, B lackburn 
War ward Bartholomew, Pollock rd, The Palatinate, New Kent rd, Law Writer. 
Feb 26 at aia at office of Linklater, —— Victoria st 
Whitehead, hinagg 5 t= Board Manufacturer. Feb 28 at 10.30 at 
Law Institute, on pl, Leeds. ord 
Wigglesworth, teens » Joiner. bags, 2 at 2 at offices of Whiteley, Albion st, 
Leeds 


Willetts, Joseph, West Bromwich, Stafford, Miner. Feb 28 at 3 at offices of Stokes and 
Hooper, Priory st, Dudley 
Williamson, Edward, Searborongh, Solicitor. Feb 26 at11 at 18, Queen st, Scarboronu; 
Williamson, Edward, Kidsgrove, Stafford, Beerseller. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of 
Tvzspay, Feb. 20, 1883. 


Albion st, Hanley 

Archer, Frederick William, Paulswalden, Hertford, Machinist. Feb 28 at 1l at Sun 
Hotel, Hitchin. Hawkins and Co, Hitchin 

Armstrong, John Low, Mount st, Grosvenor sq, Florist. Mar 12 at 4 at office of Yorke 
and Wharton, Conduit st, Bond st 

sag oy oe ge Redruth, Cornwall, Merchant. Mar 5 at1l at office of Peter, Town- 
hall, rvt! 

uith, Mark, and John Henry Allerton, Side, nr Dewsbury, Rag Merchants. Mar 6 

at 10. ose at office < a. Union st, "Dews bury 

Austin, Henry, O Auctioneer. Mar 9 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral 


Gates, Manchester Watson, > Ole 
Mar 3 at 2 at 54, Cornmarket st, Oxford. 


Barnett, may ob Kingham, Oxford, Grocer. 
Kilby and , Chipping Norton 

Barry, William Barnett, Liverpool, Fancy Draper. Mar 5 at 3 at office jof Pemberton 
and Co, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Barton, Henry, Bosworth rd, Westbourne pk, Gent. Mar 6 at 12 at office of Liewellyn 
and Co, Furnival’s inn, Holborn 

Berry, George, Canning Town, Harness Maker. Mar 2 at 1 at office of Lewis, West 
Ham lane, Stratford 

Best, John Stratford, Petersham, Surrey, out of business, Mar 8 at 3 at Masons’ Hall 


Tavern, Coleman st. Harris and Godwin, Coleman st 
Birch, John William, Stamford, Lincoln, Builder. March 6 at 3.30 at Crown Hotel, 


Stamford. Hart, Peterborough 

Blatherwick, John, Nottingham, Milkseller. March 2 at 3.30 at offices of Bird, Middle 
Pavement, Nottingham 

Blazey, John W illiam, and James Scott, St Martin’s lane, Charing Cross, Earthenware 
Dealers. March 14 at 11.30 at offices of Paddock, Old Hall st, Hanley 

Bodycoat, George, Birmingham, Bootmaker. March 5 at 3 at offices of Sargent, Ben- 


nett’s hill, Birmingham 
Bowden, Frank, Exmouth, Devon, Innkeeper. March 2 at 11 at offices of Fryer, 
2 at 11.30 at offices of Henderson, 


Gandy st, Exeter 

Bradley, Benjamin, Gloucester, Haulier. March 
Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Brammall, Edwin, Longton, Stafford, China Manufacturer. March 6at 11 at offices of 
Clarke and Hawley, Church st, Longton 

Brookes, Thomas, West Bromwich, Stafford, Furnace Builder. March 6at 11 at offices 
of Topham, h st, West Bromwich 

Brown, Andrew, Carlstown, Lancaster, Builder. March 6 at 2 at Lion Hotel, Bridge st, 
Warrington. Riley, St Helen’s 

Bryan, James Henry, Oxford, Innkeeper’s Assistant. March 7 at 1 at George Hotel, 
Corn Market st, Oxford. Newman 

Carling, Robert Hamilton, Sunderland, Durham, Auctioneer. March 13 at 11 at offices 
of Fairclough, Foyle st, ‘Sunderland 

Cave, John, jun, West Coker, Seeman, os Grocer. _ ees at 11 at office of Watts, Yeovil 

Challenger, : harles James, Mary An 

chbrs, D 


Hoxton, Milliners. Mar 1 at 2 at office of vat Comahond end Gath, Ge Smith, G 
ct, Temple. Day, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Cham’ in, Samuel, Leeds, Boot Dealer. Mar 2 at 3 at office of Blacklock, Albionst, 

Constable, Edward, Nottingham, Butcher. Mar 7 at 12 at office of Fraser, Brougham 
chbrs, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Cousins, eg) Holywell row, Finsbury, em, Mar 8 at 3 at office of Mogg, 
Shoreditch High st. Mackreth and Co, Lime 

Cutbush, James, Highgate, N urseryman. Mar 2 at 3 at 123, Chancery lane. Collings, 
Buckingham st, Strand 

Davey, William Thomas, Leyton, M.D. Mar 7 at 2 at office of Coburn and Young, 


Leadenhall st 

Davies, Howell Griffith, Aeeaee nr Bridgend, Grocer. Mar 5 at 13 at 39, Broad st, 
Bristol. Randall, Bridgend 

pen Joseph, sen, Leicester, Factor. Mar 7 at 12 at office of Gill, Greyfriars, 

ueicester 

Ellis, John, South Leverton, Nottingham, Farmer. Mar 8 ai 12 at office of Newton and 
Co, the Square, East Retford 

English, Francis, _— Hartlepool, Painter. Mar 6at 3 at office of Simpson, Church st,- 


West Hartle 
Evans, James, Sheffield, Builder. March 6 at 3 at Law Society, Bank st, Sheffield. 
Broomhead and Co, Sheffield 
Field, Frederick William, re st, Warehouseman, Mar 9 at 2at Guildhall Tavern, 
Gresham st. Phelps = Co, Gresham st 
Fletcher, Evan mrdrop, Sownpor, Lancaster, Grocer. Mar 5 at 3 at office of 
rpaetene vos Whitechapel, Cigar Mannfactarer Mar 8 at 2 at office 
t Oviilew Mesa Pinner’s Hall — 
Fox, ing, Conch Buik Mar Sat3 at 's Hi Friar 
uae u Queen's Hotel, st, Reading.- 


Readin 
Garland, George ae, Worcester, Wine Merchant. Mar 7 at 12 at Star Hotel, Wor- 





easter. PS ag = Co, E a. 

Goze, William, ew Basing Button Dealer. Mar 15 at 12 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, - 

‘Basinghall st. Martin, Condon ‘Wall 

Gentle hillip, St Albans, Hertford, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Mar2at llat George 
Hotel, 8 . Wells, St Albans 


Girling, Race Sutherland ter, Pimlico, Linendraper, 
don, Lawrence lane, Cheapside 

Glover, Thomas, Tabard st, Southwark, Haderdasher. 
and Washington, Trinity sq, Southwark 

Goldman, Israel, Sunderland, General Dealer, 
Foyle at, Sunderland 


Mar 6 at 12 at office of King- 
Mar 2at 3 at office of Hicklin* 
Mar 2 at 1 at office of Fairclough, 
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Orie Eon rd, Fulham, Lieeed Yi naller, 7 at 1 at Guildhall i Reniel, Ciiens rd, Norwood Junction, Builder. Mar 12 a. 
beat ig to og! plano wer Bedford row * 
g, William Fitch, W Mar? at 12 at office of Russell, Leaden- | Slack; erby, Licensed Victualler. Mar 8 at 3 at St James’s B 


7 of ester, China Dealer. Mar 65 at 12,30 at 
se Weterioo, as Sng Lancaster, no occupation, Mer 7 at 2 at office ——™ Antelope Hotel, D 


Derb 
Teerm niga heme Mer 7 at 3 at office of Hodding, ze, Maidstone, Baker. Mar 6 at 3 ab office of Case and Son, i 
Hall Altres. & As; Duchem, Builder. Mar 6 at 3 at office of Purvis, King st, Stride, William, Carshalton, Surrey, Grocer. Mar 9 at 3 at office of Bryant,4 
Bente Bilis 


Hi ‘ohn, Salisbury, Wilts, Plasterer. Feb 28 at 11.30 at office of Coates, Market Sturt, John, Hove, Sussex, Glass Dealer. Mar 6 at 12 at office of Edmonds n 
Bq, Rieke ad P Cheapside. Lamband Evett, Brighton 
Alfred Joseph, Sheerness, Kent, House Decorator. Mar 6 at 12.30 at office of | Taylor, Thomas, Farnworth, nr Bolton, Grocer. Mar 7 at 2 at Wheatsheaf 
Copland, Edward at, Sheerness Moore st, Bolton “om 
Ryoterick James, Titchborne st, Edgware rd, Solicitor. Mar 5 at 8 at office of | Taylor, William Riley, » Bilston, Licensed Victualler. Mar 5 at 2 at 80, Church sf, ‘ 
er, New Bridge st wen, Bil 
Harrisoi m, John Patch, Topsham, Devon, Hotel Keeper. Mar5 at 10 at office of Andrew, | Terry, Christopher, Sandwich, Licensed Victualler. Mar7 at 3 at office ot f 
eedtord circus, Exeter. Tozer and Co, Exeter ‘ Market st, Sandwich 
Hathway, denen, Fenchurch ct, Wine Merchant. Mar 6 at 2 et office of Johnson, Mil- Tekin, Frederick James, Hare ct, Temple, Barrister-at-Law. Feb 28 at 3 sof 
dred’s ct, Poultry » 
Be orth, Edward, Accrington, Lancaster, Joiner, Mar 6at 3 at office of Hall, Queen | Torbitt, James Henry, Eccleshall, Stafford, Ironmonger. March 14 at 3 at th 
, Accrington hall, Eccleshall mowngy t Eccleshall ’ 
Haworth, Hargreaves, Oswaldtwistle, Lancaster, Greengrocer. Mar 5 at 3 at office of | Vaughan, William Gw Lianfairarybryn, Carmarthen, Esq. March 5 af 
Hall, Queen st, Accrington offices of Jones, Market ry Llandovery ; 
Hicks, *John, Flowton, Suffolk, Farmer. Mar 3 at 12.30 at Golden Lion Hotel, Ipswich. | Vyse, Valentine, Lud, hill, Milliner. March 6 at 3 at the Inns of 
Hayward, Needham Market olborn. Godfrey, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Hoy, Richard, Leeds, Innkeeper. Mar 5 at 10.30 at Law Institute, Albion st, Leeds, | Walker, William, Christopher Crouch, and Bengt Magnus Lindwall, Rail 
Cross, Bradford church st, Shipbuilders. March 5 at 3 offices of Deloitte and Co, Lothb 
Hughes, Joshua, Oxford, Greengrocer. Mar 9 at 12 at Town Clerk’s Office, Town hall, Son, and Co, Coleman st 
Oxford. Bickerton Walker, Samuel George, Plymouth, Devon, Draper. March 7 at 3 rs 
Hunt, John, Bristol, Coffee Sore Keeper. Mar 3 at 12 at office of Triggs, Broad st, Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Myers, Gresham buildings, Fasin 
Bristol. Meade and Co, Bristo Williams, John, Merthyr’ Tydfil, omega, Grocer. March 7 at 12 at 
Hutton, Andrew, Middlecborough, York, Grocer. Mar6 at 12 at cffice of Wilkes aud | _ Vaughan, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Wilkes, Zetland rd, Middlesborough Williams, Robert Cha man, Streatham, Surrey, Oil and Colour Man. March’ 
ip, Leonard. Kin ston upon Hull, Cake Broker. Mar 5 * a at office of at 242, Coldharbour lane, Loughborough Juxction. Ody, Blackfriars rd 
Pic ering, Parliament st, gston upon Hull. Walker and Spink, Hi 
be 4 David, Let Meco ee Coal Merchant, Mar 5 at 12.30 at office | Phe Subscription to the Soxicrrors’ Journat is—Town, 26s. ; 
Jones, John, Llanystumdwy, Carnarvon, Farmer. Mar 7 at 1 at Commercial Hotel. we a — a bine ah ae wey 528. Payment in advance 
ones and Jones, Portmadoc jouble Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their V 
Kent, Mary Anne, Church st, Stok ny Mar 4 at 3 at ® 
er Ais Galas ce Oetker e sep Keape. bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. a 
Kirkland George Kerry, Derby, Plumber. "aaa 6 at 3 at St James’s Hotel, Derby. | All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” 
alder, Derby 4 
Last, Walter, Sadbury, Suffolk, Watchmaker. Mar 6at 11 at office of Andrews and Co, authenticated by the name of ' the writer, a 
Friar-st, Sudbury — difficulty 1s emperienced 1 in procuring the Journal with 
Leadbeater, obn Beeston, Thorp Satchville, Leicester, Farmer. Mar 7 at12 at George e 
egy Ring ree 4 be ee rf S - ne it is requested that application be made direct 
Lewis, Frederick William, Kidder: minster, Worcester, Coal Agent. Mar 5 at 3 at office ublisher. 
of Roden and Dawes, Bank bldgs, Kidderminster 
Louis, Maxmillan Ernst, Aldermanbury Postern, Fancy Goods Dealer. Feb 28 at 2 at 
83, Gresham st. Cannon, Wool Exchange, Coleman st CONTENTS 
Martin, William Jones, Newtown, Montgomery, Mercer. Mar 7 at 3 at George Hotel, os 
Shrewsbury. Woosnam, Newtown 
Morris, Jane, and Anna Morris, Joiner st, Tooley st, Carmen. Mar 8 at 3 at office of | CURRENT TOPIOS seveasesessoees+ereese 207 | In re Outwin’s Trusts ..... 
Smallman, Queen st, Cheapside Some Practica, RxsvtTs oF THE ord 
Mundy, Henry, Tugelard, Falcon rd, Builder. Mar 12 at 3 at Masons Hall Tavern, Surrtep Lano Act sesececene 260 
Mason's avenue, Basinghall st. Badham and Williams, Salters’ Hall court, Cannon | TH® Junispicrion Con¥ERrkp vPox Fox v. Dolby.. 
st Courts or BANKRUPTCY BY SECTION Davies v, Davies. sve a 
Neale, George William, Bush lane, Cannon st, Metal Merchant. Mar 5 at 3 at Guild- | _ 72 oF THE Bawxrurroy Act, 1869.... 270; ‘The West of England Bank 
hall Tavern, Gresham st. Houghtons and Byfield, Gracechurch st Tae Leeat Status or Liosnsxp Vic- In re Felix Franz Stumm.,.... 
Nellis, John, Pickering, York, Fruiterer. Mar 5 at 3 at George Hotel, Pickering. | TUAULERS AND oTHER LicENCE 
Harrison, Kirby, Moorside Houpers as AFFECTED BY RECENT 
Newstead, Walter George, Edgware rd, Clothier. Mar 10 at 12 at 35 Gt Marylebone st. | LEGISLATION AND DECISIONS «+++.... 27) 
gins, Berners st CoRREsPonNDENCE eecccreseccees 21h Wheelwright v. Walker : 
Parker, George Weshington, Hebdenbridge, York, Wholesale Clothier. Mar 6 at 11 at | O4SES or THE Warx— Soxrcrrors’ Cases ......, 
office of Longbottom, Bridge st chbrs, Bridge st, Hebdenbridge The Peruvian Guano Company v. SOCIETIES 2.4. .--. sees seees+ eos 
Parker, Joseph, Brigg, Lincoln, Builder. Mar 7 at 12 at offices of Freer and Co, Bigby Bockwoldt ....escsseesseereeeseees 275 | LEGAL BUSINESS IN LANCASHIRE 
Brig, In re Aston . Wboesocrceesepsans 275 | Law Stupgnts’ Journan ... 
Pattison, himothy, Snainton, York, Tailor. Mar 8 at3 at offices of Turnbull and Co, | Webber v. Wedgwood .ssse---see.0+ 275 | OBITUARY ...... . 
St Thomas st, Scarborough In re Carey ....ccscscccccesesesevse 270 | LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 
Phillis, James, Bath, Coachbuilder. Mar 5 at 12 at 8, Edgar bldgs, Bath, Simmons | Arundell v. Bell .....s+..+2-+seseee 275 | NEW ORDERS, XC. +0+.00.40 
and Co Courcier vy. Bardili..--..++---.. - 276 | LEGISLATION O¥ THE WEEK. 
Pollard, Thomas, Halifax, Farmer. Mar 5 at 3 at offices of Shaw and Co, 5, Southgate, The Attorney-General v. The Vestry COMPANIES <....ssrcescees 
Halifax. Crossley, Halifax of Bermondsey ...-.+++--+seecseee 276 
Pratt, Noah, Edgar rd, Bromley-by-Bow, Clerk. Feb 28 at 3 at 262, High Holborn,| In re The Societe Francaise des 
d, st, Cheapside Aspbaltes .sciccoccccsgvescese ocee 276 
tween Davi Ss under Lyme, Joiner. Mar 3 at 11 at offices of James, King — ee oiTenaaeee ——— 
ewcastle under Lyme : OTICES TO CORRESPONDENTS.—<A// communications intended for 
by er egy cla gg are 5 Baler, Mar 5 at 2 at Grand Hotel, Colmore row, in the Sot the SoicrtoRs’ JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name pA 
Rollins, John, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Carter. Mar 8 at 3 at offices of Smith, High st, writer. 
Fenny Stratford ’ ee The Bditor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected o 
Rownotham, John Coulson, Bradford, Ironmonger, Mar 7 at 11 at offices of Watson | % ations. 
aot Digkons, Cheapside, Peadtord RY ei TO Ta a *, . The Pubiteher hes piv that early application should be made by 
avage, George, Hertford, Cooper. Mar 5 at 3 at office of Baker, For> st, Hertford sitous of obtaining back numbers of the SoLicrrops’ JOURNAL, as as only @ | 
Seticn, He Scpest, Gt Malvern, Tailor. Mar 5at2at North Malvern Hotel, North | mymber of copies remain on hand. . 
































SCH WEITZER'S SOCOATINA, | BATABLIBHED 16%, EDE AND SON, 
Guaranteed Fare Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, | HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART,. nines 238 
xX f ak r 


with the excess of fat extracted. 4 
The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, per- MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, | 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. | 


d Chil a 
aU richip commended by gc a ne gl Estima‘es and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- ‘ BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits nishing F esidences, C 


bers, Offices, || To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times | —PALNT “NG, DEGORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— s 
the strength COCOaS THICKENED yet WEAKENED with | 


Oak Reproducti from arter" st 

starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. Carved Furniture. nections Ancient y 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful | Designs, cc. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOP 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. A Ms ae 
Davastin a Sages en gy digestible, THIRTY rianGn su SHOW ROOMS. BARRISTERS AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL | 6 DIE 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and ma; en wheu ' 

richer ebooolate is prohibited. .j HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEart, CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY t bite 


La ce ean 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists 200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-rosd, London, W.' ESTABLISHED 
Furniture Warehoused or Removed 


Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, N.B.—E ousehold 
w Saaries on Spect & CO 10, Adam-atreet, London, Wc. 94, CHANCERY LAW: 











AW.—A Gentleman, of seven years’ ex- 
AW. - —— Wanted, Conveyancing Clerkship T pers ence (not admitted) Desires to C y exe TA: .—Oonveyancing or General Ol 

one who writes Shorthand, | an admitted Gentleman, with a view to the enablishment in London desired by Kavertiser (ad 
and is wl w 4 agsist in business generally. Good} of a Bootes Londo (Agate +7 ne wied on mutual yee ge country experience. Seiipoliel 2 
place, Hanley, Staffordshire, sii bas re BROW) | Se i eee 























